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CURRENT TOPICS. 


A RATHER BOLD sTEP in the direction of fusion has 
been taken by the arrangement which has been made 
that Mr. Justice Field shall be the equity vacation 
judge. 
om chamber staff of Vice-Chancellor Malins. 
other vacation judge will be Mr. Baron Huddleston. 


The learned judge will have the assistance of 
The 





We vunperstanp that the committee consisting of 
members of the various circuits, which was recently 
appointed to consider the question of special retainers, 
has come to the conclusion that the special retaining fee 
fora junior who accepts a brief on a foreign circuit should 
remain at fifty guineas, as at present, and that the special 
retaining fee for a Queen’s Counsel should be reduced 
from 300 guineas to 100 guineas. 





Tae VERY UNDIGNIFIED QUARREL with reference to 
trying issues sent from the Chancery Division—a dispute 
more worthy of the servants’ hall than the judicial bench 
—has this week passed into a new phase. The Lord Chief 
Justice at Hertford announced that Mr. Baron Huddle- 
ston, acting with his concurrence, meant “to take the 
opinion of the judges in town as to whether it is compe- 
tent to the equity judges thus to send issues of fuct to 
be tried by the judges of the common law divisions.” 
As we pointed out last week, section 29 of the Judicature 
Act, 1873, and ord. 36, r. 29, leave not the smallest 
possibility of doubt on this matter ; and we cannot think 
that the answer which the learned baron will receive 
from his brethren will be satisfactory to himself. It is, 
indeed, obvious that uncomfortable doubts have afflicted 
the Lord Chief Justice himself; for on Saturday he 
returned to the subject and took new ground, apparently 
admitting that power was given to the equity judges to 
“direct a local trial by jury,” but maintaining that this 
power ought not to be exercised for the convenience of 
the court, but “‘ with reference to the vonvenience of the 
cause.” We quite agree; but then the obvious question 
arises, Who is to exercise this discretion—the judge who 
sends the case for trial, or the judge who is to try it? 
The rules plainly say the former. Ord. 36, r. 29, pro- 
vides that “in any cause the court, or a judge of the 
division to which the cause is assigned, may at any time 
+. order the trial and determination of any question 
or issue of fact, or partly of fact and partly of law, by 
any commissioner or commissioners [of assize] appointed 
in pursuance of the 29th section of the Act, ... and 
such question or issue shall be tried and determined 
accordingly.” ‘The judge who has to try the case has 
no option ; when once the order is made by the judge of 
the division to which the cause is attached, he is bound 
to try it. This being so, all the considerations of con- 
venience on which the Lord Chief Justice has harped so 
much are utterly irrelevant. They may be good reasons 





for an alteration of the law; they furnish no excuse 
whatever for disobeying it. According to the Attorney. 
General, the remedy for these unseemly disputes 
is to be found in new rules of court to be made 
by the parties to the quarrel. This seems to 
afford a strong argument in favour of taking out 
of the hands of the body of the judges the power 
of legislation conferred upon them by the Judicature 
Acts. Questions of practice and procedure affecting 
the duties of the judges of the common law divisions 
or of the Chancery Division are certain to arise from 
time to time with reference to which rules of court 
ought to be framed. The chancery judges may be of 
opinion that the interests of the public would be best 
served by some change involving an addition to the 
labours of the judges of the common law divisions. The 
profession and the public may be of the same opinion. 
But while the chancery judges, including the Chancellor 
and the ordinary judges of the Court of Appeal, are only 
eight in number, there are eighteen judges of the 
common law divisions. If the latter display the spirit 
shown by two of their number in the recent case, 
and by Lord Coleridge in his speech in the House of 
Lords on Thursday evening, the question would hardly 
receive impartial consideration. 





Tue report of the Select Committee of both Houses 
on the Admission and Practice of Parliamentary Agents 
has appeared, and we regret to find that the committee 
are “not prepared to recommend that barristers and 
solicitors should be exclusively eligible to become 
parliamentary agents.”” The ground on which they base 
this opinion is that the training of barristers or solicitors 
does not afford in itself proof of special qualification. No 
one supposed that it did; but what was urged by Mr. 
Bircham before the committee, on behalf of the Incor- 
porated Law Society, was that, besides special qualifica- 
tions, it was most important for the parliamentary agent 
to have some knowledge of the general principles of 
law such as is secured by the examinations to 
which barristers and solicitors are subjected. The 
necessary special knowledge could be acquired by 
the intending parliamentary agent in the same way 
as other special knowledge is acquired by persons 
intending to practise in any one of the numerous 
branches into which the profession of solicitor is now 
sub-divided. The person who intended to practise asa 
parliamentary agent, after being articled in the first 
instance to some general practitioner to acquire general 
legal knowledge, would have himself assigned for some 
part of his articles to a solicitor who was a parliamentary 
agent. Mr. Theodore Martin, C.B., who represented the 
Parliamentary Agents’ Society, admitted to the committee 
that there should be some security that the parliamentary 
agent knows the general principles of law. Svrely no 
better mode could be devised than to require that 
before he becomes such he shall have passed 
through, at all events, some part of the ordinary 
training required for the legal profession? That 
no violent change would be produced by such a 
rule is shown by the fact that, out of the sixty 
parliamentary agents promoting private Bills in -the 
present session, fifty are believed to be, or to have been, 
solicitors or writers to the signet, three are barristers, 
and only seven do not belong to any of these classes. 
Besides securing the advantage of a legal education, the 
restriction proposed would insure an effective control 
over the agents, so as to obtain the punishment of 
misconduct. The committee*seem to have been im- 
pressed with the importance of these objects ; but instead 
of using machinery ready to hand, they wish to create 
new machinery. They propose that the parliamentary 
agents shall be constituted into a distinct body, and that 
no person who is not a member of that body shall be 
allowed to practise before Parliament. Admission 
to the body is to be obtained by ass to be 
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conducted by examiners named by the Chairman of 
Committees and the Speaker; and the same authorities 
are to be invested with power to strike agents off the 
roll for professional misconduct. We are glad to observe 
that the Lord Chancellor has protested against this 
proposal to create a new and exclusive class of profes- 
sional persons, and we trust that before another session 
it may become apparent even to Lord Redesdale that a 
man is not likely to make a less efficient parliamentary 
agent because he is also a solicitor or barrister, 





Wuen Mr. Russert Gurney telis the House of Com- 
mons that the result of his great experience as a criminal 
judge is to show that the rule which prevents prisoners, 
or their wives or husbands, from giving evidence ought 
to be altered; and further states that the result of his 
inquiries and observations in America is to convince him 
that no danger attends such alteration, no one can help 
feeling some diffidence in expressing an opinion in favour 
of the retention of our present system. ‘Theoretically, 
no doubt, he is right. That the object of the investiga- 
tion of criminal cases is the elucidation of truth, and 
that the rule which shuts the mouths of the persons who 
know most about the matter in hand often seriously 
hinders the attainment of this object, is an evil, we all 
agree; but the question in this case, as in most others, 
is one of achoice of evils. Assume that all innocent 
accused persons are wise and intelligent; that all private 
prosecutors are actuated simply by upright motives and 
by public spirit ; that all prosecuting counsel are fair, and 
that all juries and all judges are, and ever will be, patient 
and equal-minded, and Mr. Russell Gurney’s proposals 
would be unexceptionable. But can any one grant these 
assumptions? Would the private prosecutor who 
now refrains from charging an innocent man because he 
knows that there is a mere case of suspicion against him 
refrain from doing so if he knew that, when once the 
prisoner was brought before the court, he must either 
subject himself to cross-examination on oath or by his 
silence admit that he dare not speak? Would the 
prosecuting counsel refrain from taking advantage 
of his skill to entrap the stupid or ignorant 
prisoner into inaccurate statements, inconsistencies, 
and damaging revelations as to his character? Would 
the judge and the jury make an allowance for the 
bewilderment of a prisoner under such an ordeal as this ? 
We think not. It is unfortunate that Mr. Russell Gurney 
in his admirable speech failed to grapple with these 
practical difficulties. Until they are removed we must 
decline to consider that a case is made out for the ex- 
tension from civil to criminal cases of the rule as to evi- 
dence by the parties. There can be little question that 
under our present system the guilty sometimes go un- 
punished ; that is an evil, no doubt. There can be still 
less doubt that the innocent are very seldom punished ; 
that is a good which we humbly think goes far to 
counterbalance the evil. 


An impression has prevailed that the Master of 
the Rolls, in Taylor v. Taylor (L. R. 1 Ch. D. 
426), laid it down that an equitable tenant for life 
cannot present a petition under the Leases and 
Sales of Settled Estates Act. The decision was 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal on the 25th inst., but 
simply on the ground that, upon the construction of the 
particular will before them, the petitioner was not, within 
the meaning of section 16 of the Act, “ a person entitled 
to the possession or the receipt of the rents and profits ” 
of the settled estate, and the court (James and Mellish, 
LJJ., and Baggallay, J.A.) expressed an opinion that 
the Master of the Rolls did not intend to lay down any 
such general doctrine as that which had been attributed 
to him. . 
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THE PRINCIPLE OF REMOTENESS AS 
APPLIED TO DAMAGES TO REAL 
PROPERTY. 


No more difficult cases arise than those in which the 
question is how far a defendant is responsible for the 
injuries consequent upon an act which, though not in 
itself directly unlawful—i.e., unlawful apart from the 
consequences—and done without any negligence on 
the defendant’s part, oceasions, through the inter. 
vention of other combining causes, damage toothers. We 
have on a previous occasion discussed the case of Nichols v, 
Marsland (23 W. R. 693, L. R. 10 Ex. 255). We wish to 
make a few further observations which have occurred to 
us on that case, because it seems to us that most important 
principles are involved in it, and that a correct analysis 
of the questions on which the decision depends would be 
of great service in solving many of the class of cases 
above alluded to. 

In that case the defendant had formed an ornamental 
reservoir on her land, and, an unusually violent flood 
having taken place, the flood waters finding their way 
into the reservoir burst the dam at the foot of it, and 
damage was caused to the plaintiff’s property. It was 
found by the jury that there was no negligence in the 
construction of the reservoir. ‘The Court of Exchequer 
held that the defendant was not liable. It was argued 
for the plaintiff, on the authority of Fletcher v. Rylands 
(L. R. 3 H. L. 330), that a great mass of water was like 
a dangerous wild beast, and that he who altered the na- 
tural state of things and artificially brought together such 
a mass of water was bound at his peril to keep itin. The 
court, however, distinguished Fletcher v. Rylands on the 
following ground :—In Fletcher v. Rylands the defend- 
ant had formed a reservoir and brought water into it, 
and this water, by reason of faults in the earth be. 
neath the bed of the reservoir, found its way into 
the plaintiff's mine. These faults were latent, and 
could not be known to the defendant, and neither he nor 
those whom heemployed to make the reservoir were guilty 
of any negligence in the construction of it. At least the 
judgment seems to proceed on that basis, though Lord 
Cairns seems, in the House of Lords, to have been of 
opinion that there was negligence. The Court of Ex. 
chequer Chamber held that where a man brings a dan- 
gerous agent on to his land he must keep it in at his 
peril. In Nichols v. Marsland, on the other hand, it 
was not the water which the defendant had directly 
caused to be put in the reservoir which broke 
the dam and did the mischief, but water 
arising from an unusual and unexpected flood which, 
finding its way into the reservoir contrary to the defend- 
ant’s intention and expectation, and being added to the 
weight of water which was there already, did the mis- 
chief. The court held as to this that the flood which 
occurred was so far extraordinary as fairly to be considered 
as the act of God, and, consequently, that the defendant 
could not be considered to be responsible for the damage 
occasioned by it. ‘The court, moreover, did not assent to 
the analogy drawn between water and a wild beast, and 
they distinguished Fletcher v. Rylands on the ground 
that there the defendant poured the water into the plain- 
tiff’s mine, whereas, in the case before them, the defend- 
ant merely brought it to a place where another agent let 
it loose. 

We cannot say that the state of the law on this subject 
is altogether satisfactory, or that the distinction thus 
drawn between the two cases is so explicit as might be 
desired. The distinction, as drawn by the court in 
Nichols v. Marsland, is capable of being interpreted as 
referring to the well-known distinction between trespass 
and case, and, at first sight, this may appear to be the 
distinction intended to be drawn. We confess to dis- 
liking this distinction as a means of solving such diffi- 
culties. It does not seem to us to correspond to any 
substantial moral distinction, and savours rather of the 
language of ancient pleading than of real justice. Mores 
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over, we do not think that the authorities very distinctly 
show the exact line of demarcation between trespass and 

The original and primary notion of trespass is 
that of an intentional and unlawful act. The consequence 
may not be contemplated, and the illegality may be un- 
known for instance, as when A., lifting up his stick 
over hiS shoulder to hit B., hits C. unintentionally, and 
where 2 man, not exactly knowing the boundary of his 
own land, trespasses on another’s land unwittingly. 
But in both these cases the act which, although 
not intended to do the mischief, did it, was in- 
tentional and unlawful. Upon this primary mean- 
ing of the word “ trespass” a great deal of refine- 
ment has been created by the subtlety of ancient lawyers 
—as, for instance, in the well-known case of Scott v. 
Shepherd, where a man threw a lighted squib which was 
given by another a different direction and damaged the 
plaintiff. But, as in many cases where the subtlety of 
lawyers has been exercised, though the object may have 
been to reconcile the rigidity of ancient forms of pleading 
with substantial justice, the result on the de- 
velopment of the law, regarded as a question 
of principle, is ultimately perplexing and unsatisfactory. 
Tt does not seem to us that the distinction now affords 
areasonable clue to the true principles which should 
govern the law in cases where the line between trespass 
and case is very fine. The question really involved in a 
case like Scott v. Shepherd is how far the defendant is 

. liable for the consequences of an unlawful act when 
such consequences were not directly intended by him, 
and were not the immediate result of his act. Similarly, 
in Fletcher v. Rylands we do not think much light was 
really thrown on the case by the use of the distinction 
between trespass and case. In the Court of Exchequer 
dhe decision was in the defendant’s favour apparently 
on the ground that if the action was in case there must 
be negligence. The Exchequer Chamber reversed the 
decision on the ground that any one who brings a danger- 
ous agent on land must keep it in at his peril, but they 
seem rather to assume that the action was in trespass, 
though they do not dwell on the distinction much. 

We cannot think that the real principle of the decision 
turned on this. Itseems to us that the immediate act of 
the defendant was substantially a lawful act, in the sense 
_that his immediate intention was to do a perfectly legal 
act, viz., to make a reservoir and store water there. This 
differs, it will be observed, from the case of a man trespass- 
dng unawares on his neighbour's land. There he intends 
to do an act which is unlawful, though he is unaware 
of the illegality. If this be the proper way of regarding 
the case of Fletcher v. Rylands, it is really not to be dis- 
tinguished from Nichols v. Marsland on the ground of 
the distinction between trespass and case, but on other 
and substantial grounds. They are both substanti- 
ally cases such as we are commenting on, viz., 
where the defendant,. doing an act not in itself 
and directly unlawful, causes damage to another. 
It is obvious on refiection that the distinction between 
trespass and case is not the ground on which the different 
result in the two cases can depend. The point on which 
the later decision obviously turned was that the flood 
was the act of God. It seems clear that if the agent 
which had let loose the water which the defendant had 
stored had been an ordinary flood she would have been 
held liable, although in that case it would have been 
equally true that she only brought the water there that 
‘another agent let loose. 

The principles upon which the determination of such 
cases depend are extremely difficult to define or express. 
The material distinction between Fletcher v. Rylands 


and Nichols v. Mursiand seems to be as follows, and | 


this we believe to be the distinction the Court of 

equer meant to draw, though they have not 
thoroughly worked out the principle of it:—In the 
‘one. case the then existing state of things was such 
that when the water was let into the reservoir it 
must, in the course of nature, go down into the 





mine. There was no question of any act of God or 
extracrdinary flood, or of any other agent intervening 
between the act and its consequences. In the other case, 
it was the subsequent action of an extraordinary flood 
intervening between the act and its consequence, and 
such as it must be taken could not be contemplated or 
expected, that did the mischief. 

But, if this is the distinction, it may be argued that the 
decisions are difficult to reconcile. It may be said that 
both cannot be justified without an inconsistency of 
principle. It is easy to justify the decision in the latter 
case taken alone; it may be said that it is not reasonable 
that a man should be restrained from a use of his land 
which is apparently reasonable and lawful because a con- 
tingency which is not, ex concessis, at all likely to happen 
may possibly happen. An earthquake might conceivably 
occur in England and throw down walls, but it would be 
a strange suggestion that any cause of action should 
thereby be given to any one on whose house a high wall 
fell under these circumstances. But the decision in 
Fletcher v. Rylands, which is a decision of the 
House of Lords, must be taken to be the law. It 
may be asked what distinction can in justice be drawn 
between things which a man cannot contemplate or 
expect, because in the one case they are future, and in 
the other they are present. It is all one to me, with 
regard to the reasonableness of any mode of using my 
land, whether I am ignorant of a thing because it is 
future and no antecedent events have shown me its 
probability, or whether I am ignorant of an existing 
thing because I have no possible means of discovering 
it. It is as unreasonable that I should be restricted in 
the use of my land with. reference to contingencies 
depending on undiscoverable existing facts as with 
reference to highly improbable future contingencies. It 
may be said, on the other hand, that if the general 
principle is that a man who does an act for his own 
benefit on his land which interferes with his neighbour's 
right of property is liable, even though the conse- 
quences were not such as he could possibly contemplate, 
why should the act of God, or in other words, 
the extraordinary nature of the circumstances 
which, combining with his previous act, produce 
the injurious result, make any difference? The 
substance of the suggestion implied in the term “act 
of God” is that the event is unlikely and not con- 
templated. Why should that make any difference when, 
by the terms of the general proposition, its being contem- 
plated or not has nothing to do with the right of action, 
and is not an element in the tort complained of? On 
the other hand, if the question of the antecedent 
probability of the result does come in, wherein does 
Fletcher v. Rylands differ from Nichols v. Marsland ? 

Notwithstanding the apparent plausibility of this 
argument, we think there is an answer, and that Fletcher 
v. Rylands is right aud may be reconciled with Nichols 
v. Marsland, assuming that decision t> be correct and 
that it is sustained in the Court of Appeal, to which we 
understand it has been taken. The true distinction does 
not appear to us to be that, in the legal sense of the 
word “cause,” the mischief in fletcher v. Rylands was 
caused by the act of the defendant, whereas in Nichols v. 
Marsland it was not. We do not use the well-known 
terms causa causans and causa sine qudé non, because we 
do not think those terms of themselves sufficient to 
indicate the distinction between liability and non-liability. 
What we mean is that the law as a general principle 
limits its recognition of the connection between one 
thing and another as cause and effect. In Fletcher v. 
Rylands the act of the defendant directly caused the 
mischief. There were other things pre-existing without 
which the act of the defendant would not have been 
injurious, but the act of the defendant acting upon the 
existing state of things was the direct cause of the mis- 
chief. In Nichols v. Marsland, on the other hand, the 
mere act of the defendant did not directly cause any mis- 
chief at all. As things stood on the construction of the 
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reservoir, there was nomischiefdone. Then there comes 
an intervention of nature and the mischief results. If 
this intervention of nature had been in the ordinary 
course of events, the defendant might have been liable, 
but being extraordinary the connection between the de- 
fendant’s act and the mischief is too remote. 

Tbe true expression of the rule, therefore, is not that, 
whenever the act is the direct and immediate cause, the 
defendant is liable, and, when it is not, he is not liable, 
because it is obvious that the intervention, in the ordinary 
course of events, of any other agent would make the act 
not the direct and immediate cause, and, as we have said 
before, the defendant may be responsible when another 
agent, in the ordinary course of events, intervenes. We 
think that the true rule is that, where the act of the de- 
fendant is the direct immediate cause of the mischief, or 
where, though not the direct and immediate cause of the 
mischief, the intervention of other causes is in the 
ordinary course of nature, and such as may be ex- 
pected, the defendant is liable; but where the direct 
immediate cause of mischief is not the defendant's 
act, and the intervention of the intervening cause 
is extraordinary, the damage is not sufficiently con- 
nected with the defendant’s act to form a cause of action. 
We rather seek for an explanation of the principle 
among the class of ideas connected with remoteness of 
damage than in the distinctions between trespass and 
case. The distinction on this ground between Fletcher 
vy. Rylands and Nichols v. Marsland is of a most sub- 
stantial character, and one which depends on consider- 
ations well known to the law. To render a man liable 
for the direct consequences of his acts combining with 
an existing state of things, or for the indirect conse- 
quences of his acts combined with future conditions which 
may be expected to arise in the ordinary course of events, 
is a very different thing from making him responsible for 
the indirect consequences of his acts combining with any 
future condition which may come into existence for all 
time, and however unexpected. The liability in the 
former case has natural and reasonable limits; there is 
hardly any limit to the liability in the latter case. We 
think that the true principle of the decision in Nichols v. 
Marsland is that the damage was too remote. 








The following are the special questions for discussion at 
the Social Science Congress to be held at Liverpool in 
October next :—International Law Section: What are the 
limitations within which extradition should be recognized 
as an international duty? Municipal Law Section: (1) Are 
any, and what, modifications necessary in the present law 
of bankruptcy? (2) What has been the effect of the 
Judicature Acts on the interests of the commercial classes 
and suitors generally, and what amendments are needed ? 
(3) What alterations are required in the present state of 
the law affecting maritime contracts? Repression of 
Crime Section: (1) In what respect can the present 
system of police sup2rvision be improved and extended ? 
(2) What legislation is necessary for the repression of 
crimes of violence ? 

The Midland Circuit reporter of the Times says :—It 
may be convenient to mention that about eighteen causes 
were not entered at Leeds within the proper time, owing 
to the desire of the solicitors engaged to have their re- 
spective cases low down upon the list. The associate 
stated that the solicitors stood round, each waiting for the 
other to enter, until at last there was not time for those 
remaining to put them down on the list at all. Upon 
application being made by various counsel to have their 
respective causes entered, the learned judge refused to 
allow the entry of any causes not already entered, unless 
affidavits were produced showing that the party had no 
opportanity of entering itin time, The mistake appears 
in part to have been caused by a different system being 
adopted a4 to balloting for places on the list from that 
former|y in use when Leeds formed a part of the Midland 
Circuit. Some of the causes so omitted were, on special 
application, allowed to be put down on the list for trial, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


AppEaL TO THE HovsE or Lorps—STAYING Extcvutioy- 
Penpinc APPEAL—JUDICATURE AcT, 1875, ss. 2; 21; Orp, 
58, rr. 1, 16.—On the 22nd inst.,im a case of Justice y, 
The Mersey Steel and Iron Company, Lanyon, on behalf of 
the defendants, applied ex parte to the Court of Appeal for- 
a stay of execution of the judgment in favour of the 
plaintiffs pending an appeal tothe House of Lords which 
the defendants were about to present. He stated that the. 
plaintiffs were now in a position at once to issue execution, 
and it was apprehended that they would do so. The action 
had been commenced in 1873 in the Court of Common, 
Pleas, and in November, 1875, judgment had been given 
by the Common Pleas Division in favour of the defendants, 
The decision was, in June, 1876, reversed by the Conrt 
of Appeal, who gave judgment for the plaintiffs for £4,500 
and costs. The plaintiffs were resident in America. The 
Court (James and Mellish, L.JJ., and Baggallay, J.A.). 
said, as they have said before, that an order staying 
execution could not be made ex parte. Lord Justice 
Mellish observed that there was nothing in the Judicature 
Acts and Rules to alter the proceedings upon an appeal 
to the House of Lords. Formerly there could be no stay 
of execution upon an appeal from the Exchequer Chamber 
to the House of Lords unless the appellant gave bail in 
error; if he did this a stay of execution was a matter of 
right. On the other hand, on appeals from the Court of 
Chancery to the House of Lords there was no stay of 
execution without a special order of the Court of Chan- 
cery. It was not clear whether there was now 
any such difference between appeals to the Honse 
of Lords in actions in the Chancery Division, and 
appeals in actions in the common law divisions. Hig 
lordship suggested whether the applicants might not 
give bail in error as under the old practice, to which 
Lanyon replied that bail in error is now abolished. 
Lord Justice Mellish said that it was only abolished by the 
Judicature Acts and Rules as between the High Court 
aod the Court of Appeal. Lanyon, however, answered that 
there is now no machinery for the purpose. Sir R. 
Baggallay observed that section 2 of the Act of 1875 pro 
vides that, till the 1st of November, 1876, appeals may be 
brought to the House of Lords from any jadgment or 
order of the Court of Appeal in cases in which appeals 
might have been brought under the old practice. Lanyon 
urged that r. 16 of ord. 58 enabled the Court of Appeal 
to order a stay of execution, but the court were inclined 
think that that rule referred only to appeals from the High 
Court to the Court of Appeal, and not to appeals from the 
latter court to the House of Lords. Ultimately, the court 
gave leave to serve short notice of motion for the 24th 
inst. On that day the application was renewed upos 
notice. Lanyon said that he had made inquiries as 
to the practice, and he believed that the old rule 
under section 151 of the Common Law Procedure 
Act of 1852 as to giving bail upon appeals to the 
House of Lords still prevails with respect to the commom 
law divisions. Though proceedings in error are abolished by 
ord. 58, r. 1, that nat | not refer to appeals to the House 
of Lords, Lord Justice Mellish said that if that was so the 
Court of Appeal ought not to interfere. The Court of Ex 
chequer Chamber never interfered under such circumstances 
When that court had given its judgment upon an appeal, 
the case went back to the court from which it came & 
execute the judgment. anyon then said that the defend 
ants were in this difficulty : that in strictness, under section 
151, their time for putting in bail had expired, but that 
that section gave power to some court to extend the tims, 
and he ed, that the Court of Appeal could grant an ex 
tension of time. The defendants had not yet lodged a memo 
randum under section 149 of the Common Law Procedure 
Act, and they wanted an extension of four days, ‘The Court 
(James and 


matter, After the Court of Appeal had pronounced 
judgment it was functus officio. Tho judgment bec 
that of the High Court, and the divisional court 
could grant an extension of the time for putting in bail 
The Court, however, did not encourage an application of 


ellish, L.JJ., and Baggallay, J.A.), however 
came to the conclusion that they had no jurisdiction in the 
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kind, the only ground for which appeared to be that the 
defendants did not know that the old practice remained in 


force. 


New Trut—Time ror Movinc—DrvisionaL Court 
yor simtiINc—ORD. 39, R. 1; Orv. 57, R. 2.—On the 26th 
jnst., in a case of Hallums v. Hills, Cowie, on behalf of the 
defendant, applied ex parte to the Court of Appeal, by way 
of from the refusal of a divisional court to grant a 
male nisi for a new trial. The action was commenced in 
the Exchequer Division. It was tried on July 11, at 
Maidstone, before Lord Coleridge, C.J., when a verdict 
was found jfor the plaintiff. At this time no divisional 
court was sitting. A divisional court sat on the 17th 
of July, and again on the 24th of July, but not between 
those days. On the 24th of July, an application was 
made on behalf of the defendant for a rule nisi for a 
new trial, on the ground that the verdict was against the 
weight of the evidence. The court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., 

in, J., and Pollock, B.) refused the application, on the 
ground that it was made too late. They held that, though 
the divisional court was not in fact sitting while the 
judges were absent on circuit, still the court was construc- 
tively, or in contemplation of law, sitting so long as the 
time appointed for the Trinity Sittings continued, and, 
therefore, the motion had not been made within the four 
days fixed by ord. 39, r.1. Cowie pointed out that under 
the old practice a motion for a new trial in a case tried at 
the assizes never had to be made during the circuits, as 
itcould only be made in term, and the assizes were never 
held during term. Mellish, L.J., said that when the new 
mile was framed it was never — that a divisional 
court would be sitting once a. week during the circuits. 
And he added that under the old practice tie four days for 
moving for a new trial did not include Sundays, or any other 
day on which the court did not actually sit in Banc. Even 
now, by ord. 57, r. 2, Sundays are not to be counted in the 
four days, and why should a week day on which the court 
does not sit be counted, any more than a Sunday? 
Ultimately, the court (James and Mellish, L.JJ.) 
and Baggallay, J.A.) held that the decision appealed 
from was wrong on the construction of the rule, 
and that they ought to hear the motion, and they 
accordingly heard it, refusing it, however, upon the 
merits. Mellish, L.J., said that when a case had been 
tried at the assizes, and the divisional court was sitting only 
oneea week, the four days for moving for a new trial 
must be four days upon which the divisional court was 
wtually sitting. Ifthe view of the divisional court as to 
the meaning of the rule was right, the result would be this: 
Tf acase was tried at the assizes, and the verdict was not 
iven until late in the evening at a place far distant from 
don, if it happened that the following day was the day 
for the sitting of the divisional court, it would be practi- 
ally Spossibfe for a motion for a new trial to be made on 
that day, and if the court did not sit agaio for a week, it 
Would then be too late to make the motion, and thus the 
ies would be deprived altogether of the right to apply 
anew trial. This would be so monstrous a conclusion 
that, as James, L.J., said, the court must put a more reason- 
able construction upon the rule. 


Srrikinc our Whote Statement oF Cratm—Scanpat- 
os anp InreLEVANT Marrer—Orp. 27, rn. 1.—In a case of 
Cashin vy. Craddock an order was made by Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon to strike out the whole of the plaintiff's statement 
of claim as being scandalous and irrelevant and an abuse of 
the practice of the court. The statement alleged a groat 
Variety of causes of action, The order was affirmed by the 
Qourt of Appeal (James and Mellish, L.JJ., and Baggallay, 
TA.) on the 26th inst, the defendants not being called 
won. Baggallay, J.A., however, expressed some Youbt as 
te the power of the court to make the order, especially hay- 
ing regaré to the provisions of ords. 16 and 17. 


Arrenpance or Counset.—In the divisional court at 
inster, on the 26th inst., oa an application being 
made to allow a motion for a new trial to be postponed in 
ter that the counsel who was present at the trial might 
Rove, the case having been tried on circuit, the court 
Mated that they would not extend the time for moving in 
UIE Cases unless special circumstances were shown to 
me eaily the application. 





Recent Becisiang. 


CHILD EN VENTRE SA MERE. 
(Re Emery’s Estate, V.C.H., 24 W. R. 917.) 


The tide seems lately to have turned against children 
en ventre sa mere. In our student days, one of the 
strongest impressions we received was that nothing was 
too good for a person so fortunate as not yet to have 
been born. Omne ignotum pro magnifico—our ignorance 
about him made us think him worthy, not only of every 
blessing, but also of absolute immunity from every ill. 
Born, he would share the common lot, good and bad 
alike; but nothing save good could happen to him while 
still unborn, and an anxious watch would always be 
kept that no good thing that could possibly fall to him, 
if visible, should fail of falling to him on account of his 
invisibility. But, as we have hinted, there have recently 
been symptoms of a revolt against this mysterious object 
of reverential regard. The modern mind is rising in protest 
against the dim object of ancestral worship. Malins, V.C., 
recently fastened on him the disability of illegitimacy, 
holding him, in fact, to be born before his proper time, 
and that for the sole purpose of his own disadvantage 
(see Re Corlass’s Estate, 24 W. R. 204, and our observa- 
tions thereon ante, p. 149). The way thus cleared, Hall, 
V.C., has struck in with a more direct blow (see Re 
Emery's Estate, 24 W. R. 917). Shortly stated, .the 
decision amounts to this : that, whereas in the bequest of 
a sum to each of the three children of A., if there are four 
children of A. actually born at the date of the will, each 
of the four will take, this rule shall not apply where the 
fourth is en ventre sa mére. This, it will be seen, is a 
direct limitation of the old rule as to children of this 
kind. It is quite certain that, if a testator thought there 
were three when in reality there were four, the youngest 
being an hour old, all four would take; but the Vice- 
Chancellor holds that if there are three and one an hour 
off being born, only the three shall take. His lordship 
refers to “ the common understanding of mankind,” but 
this would destroy the whole doctrine of children in ex- 
istence but not born. The legal understanding of the 
legal portion of mankind is what we have to look to; and 
that understanding says that a child is legally born some 
time before its actual birth. 


SALE OF TRUST PROPERTY CONJOINTLY 
WITH PROPERTY NOT SUBJECT TO THE 
TRUST. 

(Morris v. Debenham, V.C.M., 24 W. R. 635, L. R. 

2 Ch. D. 540.) 

The principles which should be borne in mind by 
trustees for sale with reference to selling trust property 
conjointly with other property not subject to the trust 
were clearly laid down by the late Lord Justice Turner 
in Rede v. Oakes (13 W. R. 303, 4 De G. J. & S., at p. 
513, 10 Jur. N. S. 1247). They are these: trustees may 
safely sell the trust property conjointly with other prop- 
erty not subject to the trust, provided such sale will be 
advantageous to the trust property; but they must take 
care (1) that the trust property is not injured by the 
manner in which the sale is made, and (2) that the por- 
tion of the proceeds to be attributed to the trust property 
can be settled on some fair basis. The first of these 
conditions is broken if, when the trust property is sold 
with other property as to which special and depreciatory 
conditions are made, the particulars and conditions of 
sale do not specify the extent of property to which the 
special conditions relate (Rede v. Oakes); for in this 
case it is obvious that the purchaser may fancy that the 
special conditions relate to the greater part of the prop- 
erty, and may diminish his bid accordingly, The second 
condition was said, in Rede y. Oakes, to be broken if the 
portion of the proceeds belonging to the trust property 
is left to rest upon conjecture, or to be settled by the 
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arbitrary discretion of the trustees. If the sale takes 
place under the direction of the court, and the conditions 
provide that the purchase-money is to be paid into court, 
no difficulty will arise on this score; the court will see 
that the money is properly apportioned between the per- 
sons interested in the portion under administration by the 
court and the owners of the other property included in the 
sale (Cavendish v. Cavendish, 23 W. R. 313, L. 8. 10 Ch. 
321). And in other cases there would seem to be 
no reason why the trustees should not make the 
apportionment after the sale according to the same 
means as the court would adopt, viz., by the estimate of 
impartial surveyors. In Morris v. Debenham, however, 
it seems to have been contended that trustees could not 
make the apportionment after the sale, although, by affi- 
davit, two independent surveyors had fixed the propor- 
tion to be paid to the owners of each portion of the 
property. Malins, V.C., overruled this objection, and 
made the defendant who raised it pay the costs. The 
result is not, as it seems to us, to impeach Rede v. Oakes, 
although the Vice-Chancellor appears to have rather 
gone out of his way to attack that case. It still remains 
the law that trustees selling the trust property with 
other property not subject to the trust must see, first, 
that the conjoint sale will be beneficial to the trust prop- 
erty ; next, that no injury is done to the latter by the 
manner of sale; and, lastly, that the apportionment of 
the purchase-money is made on some fair basis; but 
such means as the court itself would adopt for ascer- 
taining the proportion of the purchase-money belonging 
to the trust estate will be deemed to be such a fair basis. 








Rebiews. 


EVIDENCE. 

A Dicesr or tue Law or Evience. By James Firz 
James Srepuen, Q.C. London: Macmillan & Co. 
1876. 

It is quite impossible within the limits of a review to 
give any adequate notice of this important work. If we 
could merely regard it as a contribution to legal litera- 
ture, we might be content to record our opinion of it at 
such length as this part of our columns would allow. 
But we look upon it as being, not so much a private 
treatise in a compendious form, asa public work destined 
to become, perhaps at no distant date, a code of the law 
of evidence. Anditis with great satisfaction that we 
contemplate this probability. It has been our view, 
frequently expressed, that, apart from the consolidation 
of statutes, codification of the law ought to begin with 
the law of procedure; and now that this branch is ap- 
proaching towards completion, though yet at a good dis- 
tance from it, in what relates to the constitution of the 
courts, it seems a fit time to throw into a formal shape 
that branch of procedure which relates to evidence. No 
one has paid so much attention to this subject as Mr. 
Stephen, and no one is more competent to deal with it. 
Bnt great and valuable as are the services which he lias 
rendered in the compilation of this work, we venture 
to think it not yet perfect; and we will hereafter sub- 
mit to the judgment of our readers, and to his own, some 
points on which we are compelled to differ from him. 

In the meanwhile, we can assure our readers that their 
time will be well spent in perusing this compact and 
very able work. It is needless to say that it is framed 
upon the model of the Indian Code; but it is important 
to add that it appears to us, in many essential points, 
vastly superior to it. And perhaps, from this fact, vome 
would draw the not unreasonable inference that it is a 
wurer road to successful work to digest into a code the 
existing law, than to indulge the fancy in speculative 
legislation. We do not doubt at all that the Indian Code 
has, in the country for which it was designed, been of 
great service; but we should regard ite introduction in 





nl 
this country as nothing less than a public misfortune, 0 
the present work, however, we can say that, though iy 
our judgment it needs careful revision, it is so fre 
from the most objectionable features of the Indian Oodg 
and is, upon the whole, so faithful and able a repre. 
sentation in compact outline of the existing law, that we 
could view its introduction as a code without alarm. Thiy 
much must suffice for the present; but we hope befor 
long to return to the subject and deal with it at greate 
length. 


AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS ACT. 


Tue AcricutturaL Hotpines (Encianp) Act, 1875 (3 
& 39 Vicor. c. 92): wirn Srarvres, Orpers, AND Fors, 
anD Nores. By Cuartes WetLwxn Rapciirre Cooxg, 
Barrister-at-Law. H. Sweet. 


Mr. Cooke sets out, rather ungracefully, by ru: 
down the treatises which have already appeared on th 
Agricultural Holdings Act. He says that in many instancg 
the notices that they desire their existing tenancies from 
year to year or at will to remain unaffected by the Act 
have been given by the parties to such tenancies, not be 
cause they dislike the Act, ‘‘but as a measure of pre 
caution, and in order that they may have time to obsery 
its operation where it has been adopted, and to learn some. 
thing more than they now know, or can gather from the 
small treatises upon the Act that have been written, of 
its real scope and effect.” It is pleasing, if a little su. 
prising, to find this cautious diffidence in English farmer 
and landowners. As the Act is in plain English, and 
has been obtainable for many months at a trifling cost, 
there would seem to be nothing to prevent farmers and 
landowners from obtaining a knowledge of its provisions; 
and as they have usually some little experience of 
agricultural matters, it is conceivable that they might 
deem themselves competent to judge of the desirability 
of adopting it without resorting to treatises either small o 
large. We have reason to believe that many misguided 
agriculturists have done so. Mr. Cooke’s remark quote 
above seems to imply that many persons in the agrical- 
tural world distrust small treatises, and are waiting fo 
a large one—that farmers think that treatises, like tur 
nips, ought to weigh well. Wecan say at once that, 
judged by this test, Mr. Cooke’s book ought to satisfy the 
agicultural world. It contains 212 pages of closely 
printed matter, and we do not think that the most devoted 
admirer of big books could ask for more on un Act of 
sixty sections. Moreover, it presents the provisions of 
the measure in many different forms. We have th 
Act with notes; the Act without notes; a summary of 
the Act in the form of “ General Observations’’; ands 
short statement of its effect in the introduction. Turning 
to the notes, the first thing we have to observe upon’ 
their number and length. Nearly every section has i 
note, whether any explanation is really needed or nob 
Thus, to section 3, “This Act shall not extend to Seo 
land or Ireland,” there is a note commencing, “ This 
Act, therefore, extends only to England,” and the last 
sentence but one of which contains the preamble & 
the Reform Act of 18¢7. ‘To several of the definitions 
there are notes quoting the definitions in the 
lord and ‘Tenant (Ireland) Act, 1870, and i 
many of the notes lengthy reference is mate 
to the provisions of that measure and of Bills whie 
were before Parliament anterior to the passing 
the Agricultural Holdings Act. We cannot imagine 
what advantage all this will be to the farmer @ 
landowner desirous of informing himself as to th 
provisions of the Act of 1875. On the other hand, 
on some points as to which the tenant or landle 
might desire somewhat full information, but litt 
is vouchsated. ‘Thus the note to section 53 (fixturel) 
gives no explanation of what are fixtures, and no 6& 
count of the state of the law asto agricultural fixture 
independently of 14 & 15 Vict. ¢. 25, Norin the now 
to section 51, relating to notice to quit, is the requite 
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that a notice to quit must expire with 
the end of some current year of the tenancy 
ined, nor are the decisions upon the questions 
which often arise as to ascertaining the time 
of expiration of the tenancy alluded to. Nor, in the 
note to section 18, is attention drawn to the im- 
nt circumstance that the “agreement connected 
with the contract of tenancy,” for breach of which the 
tenant is entitled to obtain compensation from the land- 
Jord, need not be an agreement in writing, and that in 
this way the class of parol agreements held valid in 
Morgan v. Griffiths (19 W. R. 957) and Erskine v. 
Adeane (21 W. R. 802) are apparently admitted as sub- 
sects for compensation. On the whole, however, the 
fault of the work is not omission but overloading. The 
notesare usually accurate, and the “‘ General Observations” 
contain clear and useful directions to landlord and tenant 
as to proceedings under the Act. The statutes, county 
court rules, and forms are given in the appendix, and 
there is a very full index. ; 








Nuates 


TILL RECENTLY it had been the practice of the Court of 
Chancery, when money had been paid into court under the 
lands Clauses Act for the purchase of a settled estate, to 
pay it out to a tenant ia tail without requiring that a dis- 
entailing deed should be executed. But in the recent case 
of Re Butler’s Will (U. KR. 16 Eq. 479) Lord Selborne, 
when sitting for the Master of the Rolls, refused to follow 
this practice, and required that a disentailing deed should 
beexecuted. In a subsequent case of Re Wood's Settled 
Bstates (L. R. 20 Eq. 372), under the Leases and Sales of 
Settled Estates Act, Vice-Chancellor Malins followed the 
old practice, but in the more recent case of Re Broad- 
wood’s Settled Estates (L. R. 1 Ch. D. 438) the Master of 
the Rolls required a disentailing deed to be executed. The 
question was raised again before James and Mellish, L.JJ., 
on the 15th inst., in 2 lunatic petition of Re Reynolds, when 
they said that they should follow Lord Selborne’s decision. 
ved —— may now, we suppose, be considered as 
settled. 


A currous pornt of trade-mark law was recently dis- 
cussed before the Master of the Rolls. The plaintiffs 
os that they had introduced into Germany and Eng- 
land the use of the word “ Laferme”’ in connection with 
cigarettes manufactured by them. By German law there 
can be no trade-mark consisting of a mere word—hence, 
they had been unable to preveat several manufacturers of 
cigarettes in Germany from also using the word ‘** Laferme.”” 
The defendants were the English agents of one of these 
German manufacturers, and the plaintitls sought to restrain 
the use of the word “ Laferme ’’ in England on packets ot 
cigarettes made in Germany and there marked ‘ Laferme.” 
The argument on the part of the plaintiffs was that they had, 

sole user of the word in England, acquired the right to it 
asan English traie-mark, notwithstanding that the defend- 
ants’ manufacturers had done no legal wrong in packing the 
cigarettes in Germany with the word ‘* Laterme ” on them. 
The Master of the Rolls intimated that, had a decision 
Upon the point been necessary, he would have given it 
— the plaintiff’ upon the ground that in Germany 

word ‘*Laferme”’ did not denote that the article in 
connection with which it was used was manufactured by 
the plaintiffs, and that in England the word itself could 
merely denote that the articles wore made in Germany. As 
to the plaintiffs’ argument he said that, carried to its al 
conclusion, it would enable one of two manufacturers io 

many to steal the trade-mark of the other, and, by a 
Prior use of the stolen trade-mark in England, to prevent the 
real owner from ever using his own trade-mark in England. 


In rue cases ov Bx parte Aynsworth (4 Vos. 678) and 


Br parte Pigou (3 Mad, 136) it was hold that whore goods 
ate sold by a manufacturer to a rotail dealer upon the terms 





that if they are paid for within a specified time a larze dis- 
count (in #r parte Pigow it was twenty per cent.) from the 
invoice price is to be allowed, proof cannot be admitted in the 
bankruptcy of the purchaser forthe whole debt withoutdeduc- 
tion of the discount, even if the goods have not been paid 
for within the specified time. In a case of Re Cumberland, 
decided by the Chief Judge on the 24th inst., a firm of 
brewers had sold ale to a retail dealer on the terms that 
he was to be allowed a discount of twenty per cent. from 
the invvice price of the ale on payment by him in cash in 
one month from the first day of the month following th: 
delivery. He gave the brewers acceptances for some of the 
monthly payments, credit being then given for the discount, 
but these acceptances were dishonoured at maturity. The 
purchaser filed a liquidation petition, under which his creditors 
resolved to accept a composition. The judge of the Brad- 
ford County Court held that the brewers could nt be 
allowed to prove for the fall price of the ale, but only tor 
the price less the discount. His Honour thought that the 
discount was a trade discount, not a cash discouut, and 
that the purchaser was entitled to it in any eveat. The 
Chief Judge said that, upoa the evidence, he couli not 
recognize any such distinction. The acceptances having 
been dishonoured, the cash payments had uot in fact beea 
made, and the debtor was not entitled to receive the dis- 
count. The proof must therefore be admitted for the full 
price. Another reason for admitting it was this, that at 
the first meeting of the creditors the brewers had been 
allowed to prove for the fall amount, and to vote in respect 
of that proof, withoat any objection on the part of the 
debtor. The creditors bad, therefore, assented to the com- 
position on the footing of the sum proved for being due to 
the brewers, and the debtor, at any rate, was estopped 
from saying that that sum was not due. 


THE DrvistonaL Court had before it, on the 25th inst., a 
case of In the Matter of Edward Lewis, which Mr. Justice 
Lindley had referred to the court as he thought it involved 
a discussion of public interest in reference to the practice 
of solicitors practising in the criminal courts. A solicitor 
had been retained to defend the prisoner, and a sam of 
£300 had been paid by the relatives of the prisoner to that 
solicitor, and in return he gave a receipt with the words 
‘being the amount agreed on as costs, &c.,” or to that 
effect. The clients subsequently cancelled the retainer of 
the solicitor before the prisoner came up for trial at the 
Sentral Criminal Court, and another solicitor was retained. 
An application was then made for an order calling on the 
first solicitor to send in his bill of costs for taxation, to 
which it was answered that there was an agreed sum paid, 
within the Attorneys and Solicitors Act, 1870 (33 & 34 
Vict. c. 28). The application was now renewed in court. 
A doubt was expressed by Mr. Justice Quain as to whether 
costs in criminal business were within the Act, lookingat the 
terms of the proviso to section 4 referring to ‘* any action 
at law or suit in equity ”; bat it was pointed out thas the 
words of the earlier part of the section “ business doe or 
to be done . » ag an advocate or conveyancer,” coupled 
with section 8, showed that the Act could not be narrowed 
by the proviso to section 4. The case involved consider- 
able contradictions in fact as to whether any agreement 
was come to, and whether the terms of the receipt were 
assented to, but these became immaterial, as the coart 
(Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Quain, J.) decided that the 
receipt did not amount to ‘‘an agreemeat in writing with 
his client '’ as intended by section 4, bat that the agree- 
ment there contemplated was one written by both the 
parties to it, i.c., signed by them; the analogies a:tempted 
to be drawn from the cases under the Statate of Fraads 
failed, because there the Act limited its requirements to a 
signature by the party to be charged. One farther didicalty 
was atarted, viz., that costs could not be taxed ia the 
superior courts under 6 & 7 Vict. o. 73, whea the business 
waa in a police-court only, but this was set at rest by a 
statement of the Master of the Crown Office that such 
costs were coustantly taxed. 








It is atated that abont 250 oases were left untried at the 
termination of the London Sittings. 
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PARLIAMENTARY AGENTS. 


Tae following is a verbatim raport of the speeches in the 
debate in the House of Lords on Monday last on this sub- 
ject :— 

The CaarrmMawn of Commitrezs (Lord Redesdale).—My 
lords, in moving that your lordships do consider this 
report, I will lay shortly before you what I deem to be a 
matter of considerable importance. Your lordships are aware 
that this question was mentioned in the House in the last 
session, and since the last session I have been in com- 
munication with certain persons with reference to parlia- 
mentary agency, not only for the purpose of securing the 
er ad performance of the duties of parliamentary agents, 

ut for the purpose of taking steps by which the public may 
be assured that the persons who are appointed as parliament- 

ary agents are proper persons to take chargeof the private Bills 
which are brought before your lordships. One of the first 
steps that I took was to suggest that there should be a con- 
ference of the two Houses, in consequence of which a joint 
committee of your lordships’ House and the House of Com- 
mons was appointed, and your lordships now have before 
you the report from them of their investigation into this 
matter. 

Now, my lords, the report of that joint committee 
decidedly recommends that there should be a recognized 
body of professional parliamentary agents, and I must say 
that any cne of your lordships who has anything to do 
with the details of the private Bills which are introduced 
into Parliament must be aware that it is very important for 
the public interests that those Bills should be put into the 
hands of persons who are capable of conducting them through 
Parliament in the best possible way, and I now assure your 
lordships that it is not for the purpose of closing the doors 
of this House against persons who are desirous of under- 
taking the discharge of the duties of parliamentary agents, 
but what the joint committee recommends is that they 
should be undertaken only by persons who are well ac- 
quainted with the details of parliamentary business by hav- 
ing acted in the capacity of assistant-parliamentary agents 
in both Houses of Parliament for some years, and who will 
consequently be in a position to understand the details of 
the business, and be able to pass such an examiaatioa as it 
my be desired should take place. 

My lords, I think that such a prevision as this will be a 
very good oue, and, if these recommendations are carried out, 
in future no person will be allowed to practise as  parlia- 
mentary agent uoless he is able to satisfy the counsel of the 
two Houses of Parliament as to his capability of conducting 
the business of a parliamentary agent, and I do not think 
that a more convenient course can be devised, or one which 
would better secure the efficient performance of the work ; 

and, looking at the large number of parliamentary agents 
which it is proposed should be allowed to be upon the rolls, 
I must say that I do not think it is too much to expect 
that they should pass some properly qualifying examina- 
tion. I think that the effect will be that in a short time 
those alone will be allowed to be upon the rolls in whom the 
public may have confidence, and who at the same time en- 
joy the confidence of memers of bo'h Houses of Parliament. 
My lords, I know of my own knowledge that a number of 
solicitors and other persons must come to be instructed as 
to the manner in which they are to perform their duties in 
my office, and it is perfectly obvious that the business will 
be more economically conducted than it is if such persons 
only as were qualified to take the business were allowed to 
conduct it. 1 am quite aware, my lords, that a number of 
applications have been made from country solicitors and 
others asking for the postponement of the making of any 
orders aud of coming to any determination on the subject, 
because they say there has not been time to investigate it. 
But, for my part, I confess I do not know what they can 
have to do with the question. The only point which is 
really before us is whether or not persons who undertake 
the business of parliamentary agents should, or not, be fully 
qualified for the work, and I believe the recommendation of 
the report will be unanimously approved of. 

Your lordships are aware, having the report before you, 
that up to the year 1837 the whole of the parliamentary 
business in the House was carried on in the office of the 
Clerk of the Parliaments in this House and the clerk in the 
House of Commons, but the constantly increasing pressure 
of business at that time rendered it necessary to have the 


assistance of an independent class of persons, and the con. 
sequence was that a large number of solicitors and other 
persons interested in getting Bills through Parliament 
came forward to undertake the business, but when thay 
was done there was this state of things, that it was neces. 
sary, in promoting any private Bills, to engage one of the 
persons who put themselves forward as parliamentary 
agents, and it is in order to secure that persons who are gq. 
employed must be perfectly competent to fulfil the dutieg 
of the office that this inquiry has been instituted. Your 
lordships will see that the occupation of a parliamen 
agent does interfere with the performance of other pro. 
fessional business, and other professional business in the 
same way interferes with the proper performance of par. 
liamentary duties. Considerable inconvenience has been 
found to result from the fact that some persons have get 
themselves up as parliamentary agents who never had any 
business in Parliament either from the country or in 
London, but who merely undertook of their own accord to 
get Bills through Parliament. Evidence was given before 
the committee upon this point, and the committee unani. 
mously report that such was a very reprehensible practice, 
My lords, I do not know that I need say anything more, 
and the report itself sets out all the facts and details of the 
whole subject.. I shall therefore move that your lord. 
ships do agree with the report. 

The Lorp Cuancettor.—My lords, I was not aware that 
my noble friend was going to make the statement which he 
has made, or to propose any motion upon the subject. From 
the notice that was given I thought that it was only iu. 
tended that this report should be laid upon the table. 

Naturally, any suggestion from him comes with great force 
from the weight that attaches to his office. This report deals 
with a very important subject. It was only ordered to be 
printed this week, and I don’t know what day it was brought 
in and laid upon the table of your lordships’ House. But I 
do think it is a very hasty er or to move at the end of 
a week to agree to no less than nineteen resolutions dea'ing 
with very important subjects in various ways, and as to 
which there is certainto bo considerable difference of opinion, 

My lords, it is propesed by this report to do that which I 
think it is not necessary to do, and thit is to create an ex- 
clusive body of practitioners to practise before your lordships 
as parliamentary agents. That may or may not be necessary, 
and upon that I will not now express an opinion, but I wi 
say this, that it ought not to be done except upon full 
notice being given to all who are concerned. It seems to 
me that some of the provisions with regard to this body are 
very singular. In the first place, it is said that the exami- 
nations for admission to the roll of solicitors or for the ad- 
mission of gentlemen to practise at the bar are not a suf- 
ficient qualification for the admission of gentlemenas parlia- 
mentary agents to practise before your lordships’ House, but 
that in addition to this examination there should be some 
special examination to entitle them to admission. 

Now, my lords, I should like to hear from my noble 
friend what is the special examination which he proposes 
should be the test of admission to practise as a parliamentary 
agent. Is it to be one upon the law? 

Lord RepespaLe.—Upon parliamentary practice. 

The Lorp CuanceLtor. —Upon parliamentary practice. 
Bat if that is so | want to know what parliamentary prac- 
tice really is, and it will be necessary to agree upon some 
definition of it. Bat, my lords, there is this objection to 
such an examination—that any special examination upon 
only a limited number of subjects must necessarily be 
considerably smaller and more restricted than examina- 
tions into general subjecte, and I do maintain that persons 
wko are fit to be dn the roll of solicitors, and fit to be 
called to the bar, are undoubtedly fit to practise as parlia- 
mentary agents in your lordships’ House or in the other 
House of Parliament, and they would, in a few weeks, or 
even in a few days, be able to acquire all thespecial know- 
ledge which it is necessary to attain in order to promote 
the passage of private Bills through Parliament. But 
what I say is that we ought to know what is to be the 
nature and character of the special examination for those 
who now profess the business of a parliamentary agent. 
I quite admit that any parliamentary agent or solicitor 
who practises before your lordships who is guilty of a 

neglect of any of your lordships’ rules or of personal mis- 
conduct of any kind should be amenable to censure, and it 





may be necessary to have a power to exclude persons who 
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—— 
miscondacted themselves from the privilege of prac- 
ising before your lordships.and the other Hoasein the 
ity of parliamentary agents. Bat this is a very 
: ing authority which it is proposed to confer upon 
my noble friend by these recommendations—that for any 
elect of the rules upon any sa5ject my noble friend in 
this House, and the right honourable gentleman the 
er in the other House, should have power to prevent 
any person who has, perhaps, given up his whole fife and 
all his professional prospects in other walks for the privi- 
of being allowed to practise as a parliamznatary agent, 
that he is, upon a mere jiat of that kind, and, perhaps, 
qithout there being any previons examination or inguiry of 
any kind, to be removed altogether ont of that line of 
‘business which he has chosen, and forbidden any more to 
practise before your lordships’ or the other House. 

My lords, with the greatest possible confidence in my 
poble friend, and the greatest possible confidence in the 
right honourable gentleman the Speaker in the other House 
of Parliament, I think this would be a very strong power 
to place in their hands without any check whatever. 

Mynoble friend referred to another subject upon which [am 
only imperfectly informed, and upon which I have received 
no information whatever from the committee. The commit- 
tee have come to certain conclusions with respect to the 
charges of parliamentary agents and solicitors, but I have 
not been informed by the committee what are the facts they 
have ascertained, and what are the arguments which have 
led them to those conclusions. There is one thing that it 
js very desirable that your lordships should bear in mind, 
and that is, how do you propose to enforce this? Does my 
noble friend think it practicable to deliver a scale of fees to 
parliamentary agents according to the practice of the law 
courts as respects the remuneration of solicitors at present ? 
Do you suppose that any parliamentary agent will ever be 
at the pains of making out all the details of the charges for 

g a Bill through Parliament? Will it not be per- 
fectly possible for any parliamentary agent to make an 
agreement for himself? Do not solicitors themselves often 
make an agreement for their costs? Whatever scale of 
remuneration we might choose to fix, would they not have 
atight to say, “That is the contract which we make, and 
we make our claim against the person wiho is the solicitor of 
the Bill” ? I can only say that the division of fees is 
allowed in the profession, as is perfectly well known, and I 
am not sure that there may not be a similar provision with 
respect to parliamentary agents. The commitiee has not 
informed us upon that point, or on what ground they have 
proceeded in this matter. It has been stated to me that the 
«committee founded their views as to the necessity of insist- 
ing upon special qualifications for a parliamentary agent 
upon the evidence which was given to the joint committee, 
and I find that one of the instances of the eacnanry | for that 
which was given was in reference to an iraportant Bill upon 
a subject which has, in some way or other, attracted consid- 
erable attention out of doors—a Bill which passed through 
this House conferring certain powers upon the cor- 

tion of Birmingham iast year, and when it came 
ito his office, I am informed by a communication, 
the counsel of my noble friend said that the Bill must be 
sent to Counsel to prepare and draft, and that it was un- 
worthy of a great corporation like that of Birmingham to 
submit to Parliament so important a Bill without its being 
submitted first to counsel to be properly settled, and he said 
‘that the Bill had been iatroduced by a parliamentary agent 
‘who was a member of a large firm of solicitors, but net in 
much practice as a parliamentary agent. Now [ am 
authorized to say that this Bill was drawn by Mr. Reilly. 
‘T have myself seen the Bill—I have occasion to see the 
‘learned counsel about various things, and I have seen this 
Bill—and I am bound to say that a more properly drawn 
Bill, still more worthy of being termed a work of art with 
‘respect to the manner in which it is drafted, I have not seen, 
and I consider it a very unfortunate instance to bring 
forward to sustain eharges of that kind made before the 
committee. Ido press my noble friend not to ask your 
lordships to-day to come to any conclusion upon the subject, 
which may very well stand over until it becomes more per- 
fectly known what their determination really is. 

Lord Revespate.—In deference to the opinion of the 
noble and learned lord oa the woolsack I will not press 
it; but at the same time [ must say that, in my opinion, all 

arrangements that are necessary to be made might 





be made in a very short time, and before the House 
breaks up for the parliamentary recess. In regard to one 
point, namely, the mode of dealing with any parliamentary 
agents who act in violation of the rules or wilfully mis- 
conduct themselves while prosecuting any proceedings in 
Parliament, I may observe that the power really exists, 
and is exercised at the present moment by the Speaker ia 
the other House, but no one who has not my experience in 
parliamentary practice in this House can have the slightest 
notion of the inconvenience occasioned by want of proper 
conduct in these matters. All I can say is that I know the 
committee were disposed fairly to consider the subject, and 
heartily concurred in the suggestions that were made for the 
purpose of insuring the proper conduct of the private 
business. Under the circumstances I will not press the 
motion I have made upon the present occasion, but I wish 
to impress upon your lordships that the subject is a very 
important one. 

The Eart of Camperpown.—Perhaps your lordships will 
permit me to say that the committee were unanimous in 
their report, and that we were strongly of opinion that all 
the rules which have been proposed are absolutely necessary. 
I propose, however, to defer any observations which I may 
have to make upon the subject until the report is brought 
regularly before the House. 

The motion was then withdrawn, and the report of the 
committee was ordered to be laid upon the table of the 
House. 








IRISH JURIES. 


In charging the grand jury at Armagh Assizes, on the 
17th inst., Mr. Justice Fitzgerald said he had seen, and 
with great concern, a namber of cases of great magnitude 
in which there had been a total failure of justice. Some- 
times there had been verdicts given which the most ex- 
perienced minds would pronounce, not only no} in accordance 
with the evidence, but absolately against the evidence 
produced beforethe jary. Cases of the greatest magnitude 
resulted in what were called disagreements between 
juries, although the evidence before them was vei 

strong. He did not mean to insinuate that these fail- 
ures of justice had proceeded from any corruption or 
misconduct on the part of the jury. It might have 
been ignorance, want of experience in the per- 
formance of their duties, or want of education; but in 
many cases the minds of persons of that class were uncon- 
sciously warped by external circumstances. But, from 
whatever causes, there was no doubt of the truth of it, and 
most of his colleagues on the bench would echo the senti- 
ment, that the continuance of such a state of things struck 
at the very foundation of justice and rendered the rights of 
the public insecure. He would not have made these obser- 
vations if it were not for the aggravated state of things 
which he observed, and that he believed they had, toa great 
extent, a remedy in their own hands. Ue was speaking 
from unfortunate experience of the whole of Ireland, save, 
perhaps, the metropolitan county, when he said that jurors 
had been in the habit of absenting themselves from the 
assize town, and taking their chance of being fined, and 
even submitting to it rather than perform their duties, 
The result was natural. The duties which were thus 
abnegated fell into the hands of a humbdler class 
of persons—perhaps a class of jurors anxious to 
do what was right, but persons having no ex- 
perience, and, perhaps, very little education—who un- 
consciously were subject to personal apprehension and 
other external causes. This was a great misfortune, and if 
gentlemen abdicated their rights they were allowing the 
balwarks of public safety to pass into inferior hands. The 
present occasion afforded him an opportunity of saying a 
word to the publio on this subject, with a view to impress 
on gentlemen of station, whether grand jurors or magis- 
trates, no matter how high they were, the duty which the 
publio safety rendered it incumbent on them to psrform 
‘when summoned ona jury. He was not by those observa- 
tions exciting class feeling; but in his own experience he 
had repeatedly seen jurors going wrong who were anxious to 
do what was right. It would be a great satisfaction to 
him if, in calling attention to this matter, he found that a 
more satisfactory performance of their duties by jurors 
would be the result. He believed there was an Aci to in- 
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crease the qualifications of jurors, which might reduce 
the evil he pointed ont, but it would not achieve the object 
if gentlemen abstained from serving on juries. 








Sucieties. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The annual dinner of this society took place at the 
Criterion, Regent-circus, on Wednesday, the 19th inst. 
The cbair was taken by Mr. J. T. Davies, and there was a 
large number of the members and friends of the society 
present. The usnal loyal toasts having been given and 
duly honoured, Mr. N. Hanhart, LL.B., proposed *‘ The 
Legal Profession,” and in the course of his speech adverted 
to the observations recently made by Mr. Gladstone as to 
the probable future of the legal profession in comparison 
with that of the medical profession with regard to their 
influence on social progress, and stated that if the legal 
profession would only act in unison there was no limit to 
the good they might effect. Mr. Ellis J. Davis, in respond- 
ing to the toast on the part of the bar, admitted that at 
the present time the interests of the legal profession were 
considered by a large section of the community to be opposed 
to the interests of the public, and he dwelt on the desira- 
bility of removing such an impression, and pointed out the 
means by which it might be removed. Mr. J. Emanuel 
also replied to the toast on behalf of the solicitor branch 
of the profession, and he took occasion to object to the 
other branch being spoken of as the higher branch—a dis- 
tinction the members of that branch were not entitled to, 
either on account of any additional responsibility in the 
work done by them or the disinterested way in which it 
wasdone. The Chairman then proposed “Success to the 
Society,” and in doing so he enumerated its objects 
and traced its history from its establishment in 1864 
under the name of the Articled Clerks’ Society. He 
explained that the name had been changed as 
the former name had become inapplicable, as the 
majority of the members having joined as articled 
clerks had continued their connection with the society sub- 
sequently to their becoming solicitors, and it was also 
thought advisable to enlarge the scope and constitution of 
the society by admitting members of the other branch of the 
profession. He referred to the unprecedented growth of 
the society during the preceding year, and also to the estab- 
lishment of the new branch of the society, ‘‘The General 
Correspondence Department,” which, although only formed 
but a few months, already included among its members a 
very large number of country law students, The tcast was 
received with great enthusiasm, and Mr. W. J. Fraser, in 
responding, stated that when the society was first formed he 
was one of the most regular attendants, and he had filled 
almost every office in the society. The practice in the art 
of speaking he had thus acquired had been since of the 
greatest advantage to him, and he urged the gentlemen pre- 
sent who were not members to become so, as the benefits to 
be derived from persevering membership were beyond ques- 
tion. Mr. C. E. Beal then gave “The Officers of the 
Society,” and from his own personal knowledge spoke of the 
activity of the committee, and referred in highly compli- 
mentary terms to their hon, secretary, Mr. J. S. Rubin- 
stein, who, in replying, acknowledged the assistance he had 
received from the other members of the committee, and 
dwelt upon the success which had attended the admission 
into the society of barristers and bar students, which 
he considered the most important change that had been 
effected, and in conclusion stated that, having regard to the 
many exceptional advantages their svciety now enjoyed—a 
glorious old hall in which to hold their meetings, a president 
and body of vice-presidents which included the most 
eminent of living lawyers, a constitution so broad and com- 
prehensive as to enable any person to become a member who 
was entitled to be considered a law stndent, a bond of 
sympathy between their society and all the provincial law 
students’ societies as a result of the union existing between 
them, and corresponding departments of the society which 
enabled Jaw students living in any part of the country to take 
an active interest in questions, not only of a technical char- 
acter, but in those affecting their social well-being—it was 
safe to predict that the United Law Students’ Society would 





in a short time become the first, in point of numbers, success 
and influence, of all the law students’ societies in the 
kingdom. Mr. H. T. Round, LL.B., in a characteristic 
speech, then proposed the “‘ Societies in Union.” He alluded 
to the amount of correspondence the work of his depart. 
ment entailed upon him, and the great pleasure it gave him 
to reply to the numerous letters he received from count: 
law students on every conceivable subject, and he enlarged: 
on the beneficial results to be obtained by union, and 
trusted that in the course of a short time they would have: 
one United Law Students’ Society for the whole of London. 
Mr. J. W. Browett (late hon. secretary Birmingham Law 
Students’ Society), in acknowledging the toast, bore testi- 
mony tothe activity of Mr. Round in his official capacity, and 
dwelt on the advantages country societies obtained by 
union, and instanced the interest taken by his society in 
the petition promted by the London society in support of 
Lord Selborne’s Bill for the Incorporation of a School of 
Daw. Mr. W. Simpson (hon. secretary Leicester Law 
Students’ Society) also replied to the toast, and stated that 
the activity of the London society had had a great influence 
in the country societies, as shown by the increased: 
interest which the officers and members took in those 
societies. The toast of ‘The Founders of the Society” 
wasnext proposed by Mr. W. Dowson, who, in his remarks, 
alluded to the part he had himself taken in the formation 
of the Norwich Law Students’ Society. Mr. J.C. Bamond, 
in replying, expressed the interest with which the progress 
of the society was watched by its original members, but be- 
lieved the society had not yet done everything it could do, 
and suggested that the society should have a library and 
reading-room of its own, which should be open at all times, 
and he offered to subscribe three guineas a year if the 
committee would undertake to form such an addition to 
the departments of the society. Mr. G. Whale, in propos- 
ing ‘‘The Visitors,” coupled with the toast the name of’ 
Mr. W. E. Shirley as a gentleman well known for the in- 
terest taken by him in every question affecting the profes. 
sion, and particularly with regard to the education of law 
students. Mr. W. E. Shirley (town clerk, Doncaster), , 
in replying, expressed the great pleasure it gave him to be 
present that evening, and his sympathy with law students. 
in their efforts for self-improvement. He dwelt on the. 
qualities which commanded success, and tendered some: 
very valuable advice to those entering the profession.. 
The toasts of “ The Dinner Committee,” proposed by Mr. 
P. Thornton, and humorously responded to by Mr. W. 
Shirley Shirley, B.A., and ‘‘The Chairman,” proposed by 
Mr. H. Lewis Arnold, and acknowledged in appropriate: 
terms by Mr. J. T. Davies, brought the evening to a close.. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


Ata meeting of this society held on Tuesday last, F. W. 
Lowe, Esq., in the chair, the following moot point was 
discussed :—“ Is a mortgagee entitled to more than six 
years’ arrears of interest upon a bill beiog filed by the 
mortgagor for redemption?” Mr. Hadley opened the 
debate in the affirmative, and was supported by Mr. Pagh. 
Mr. Whitehouse replied in the negative, and was followed 
by Messrs. Hayesand Robinson. The voting wasin favour 
of the negative. A vote of thanks to the chairman 
concluded the meeting. This is the last meeting of the 
spring session. 








On Saturday, Vice-Chancellor Hall announced that his 
paper would be altered so as to agree with the papers 


| of the other Vice-Chancellors, and that accordingly Friday, 


July 28, would he the last petition day, and all petitions or- 

dered to stand over until the last petition dav would come on 

upon that day, and Saturday, July 29, would be the last short-- 
cause day, and after those days no opposed petitions would 

be heard except “ remaining’ petitions, and no short causes- 
would be heard except such as were “consent causes” or 
by svecial order. On Monday the Master of the Rolls also 
announced that, in consequence of Friday and Saturday 

being the last short-cause and petition days in the 
other branches of the Chancery Division, he should alter 
his paper, and make Saturday, the 29th of July, the last 
short-cause and petition day, instead of Saturday, the 5th 
of August. Friday, the 4th of August, will be the last. 
motion day at the Rolls. 
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Obituary. 


MR. WACE LOCKETT MENDHAM. 


Mr. Wace Lockett Mendham, solicitor, town clerk of Nor- 
wich, died at that city on the 22nd inst., in his sixty-sixth 
year, after a painful illness. Mr. Mendham was born in 
1909, was admitted a solicitor in 1835, and had ever since 

ractised at Norwich. He was elected town clerk of the 
city in 1855 (having been previously clerk to the Norwich 
Barial Board), and retained the office until his death. Mr. 
Mendham was a Liberal in politics, and formerly took an 
active part in parliamentary and municipal contests, but 
after his election as town clerk his impartiality insared 
him the esteem and confidence of both parties in the 
council and in the borough. He was a commissioner for 
affidavits, and also a perpetual commissioner for the county 
of Norfolk and the city of Norwich. He was married to 
asister of Mr. Jacob Henry Tillett, Mayor of Norwich, 
and late M.P. for the city (with whom he was formerly in 
partnership). He leaves no family. 








Appointnrents, Ete. 


Mr. Joun Henry Micuett Batcu, solicitor, of Bruton, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Wynne Epwin Baxter, solicitor, .of 9, Laurence 
Pountney-hill, Cannon-street, and of Lewes, has been ap- 
pointed by Mr. William Quartermaine East, sheriff elect, 
to be one of the Under-Sheriffs of London and Middlesex for 
the ensuing year. Mr. Baxter was admitted a solicitor in 
1867. He represents the ward of Walbrook in the Court of 
Common Council, and is chairman of the Law, Parliamentary, 
and City Courts Committee for the present year. He is also 
the author of a work on ‘* Law and Practice of the Supreme 
Court of Justice,” ‘‘ Domesiay Book for Sussex,” &c. 


Mr. Tuomas Burton, solicitor, of Wakefield and Ossett, 
has been elected Clerk to the Ossett-cum-Gawthorpe Local 
Board of Health, in the place of Mr. Joseph Stringer. 


Mr. Davin Peter CHALMERS, Queen's Advocate’ at the 
Gold Coast, has received the honour of Knighthood. Mr. 
Chalmers was admitted an advocate of the Scotch bar in 
1860. He was appointed magistrate and judicial assessor of 
the Gold Coast in 1869, Queen’s Advocate at Sierra Leone 
in 1872, and Queen's Advocate at the Gold Coast in 1874. 


Mr. GrorGe Curry, solicitor, of Cleckheaton, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments 
— by Married Women for the West Riding of York- 

Mr, Joserir Epwarp Currtets, solicitor, of Devonport 
and Stonehouse, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women 
for Devonshire. 


Mr. Grratp Firzcipon, jun., Q.C., has been ap- 

inted Tegal Adviser to the Lord-Lieutenant of Ireland, 
in the place of Mr. Frederick Richard Falkiner, Q.C., who 
has been appointed Recorder of Dublin. Mr. Fitzgibbon is 
the son of Mr. Gerald Fitzgibbon, Q.C., Receiver Master of 
the Court of Chancery in Ireland, and was called to the 
Trish bar in 1860. He was also called to the bar at Lin- 
coln’s-inn in Trinity Term, 1861. He practises on the 
Munster Circuit, and became a Q.C. in 1872. 


Mr. J AMES Taytor IncHam, chief magistrate at Bow- 
street Police-court, bas received the honour of Knighthood. 


Mr. Joun Amnvursr Purcrort, solicitor (of the firm of 

Farrar & Philpott), of Cranbrook, has been appointed a 

missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature, 

Mr. Epwarp Reynotps, barrister, has been appointed to 
officiate as Government Pleader for the Punojaub. Mr. 
canals is a graduate of Exeter College, Oxford. He was 

ed to the bar at the Inner Temp'e in Hilary Term, 
1864, and formerly practised on the Home Circuit. 


Mr. Partie Anstie Smira, barrister, has been appointed 





Chief Justice of the Bahama Islands. Mr. Smith was called 
to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1851, and 
formerly practised on the Western Circuit, and at the 
Wiltshire, Bath, and Bristol Sessions. He has been judge 
of the District Court at Montego Bay, Jamaica, since 1868. 





—= 


LZeqal Pews. 


On Monday the Lord Chief Justice of the Common Pleas 
annouuced that, owing to some misapprehension, no special 
jarors had been yet summoned, and, some days being 
requisite for that purpose, no special jury case could be 
taken before the 1st of August. 


A curious incident has happened, says the Pall Mali 
Gazette, before the Tribunal of Antwerp. Two advocates, 
one the son of a Roman Catholie deputy, pleading there on 
opposite sides, had, after some sharp words, a regular set 
fight, which was put an end to only by the intervention of 
the other advocates present. The sitting of the court was 
suspended, and at its resumption the case was postponed. 


In the Probate Division, on Thursday, says the Times 
reporter, a juror in waiting complained that though he 
and other jarors had been in attendance for some days, 
they had been called in no case. The president observed 
that the court could not select a jury ; the jurors should be 
taken as their names turned up in the ballot. A juror.— 
Some names, my lord, turn up so regularly that it appears 
to me we might have as well remained at home, His lord- 
ship.—You may see that that might not have been for your- 
advantage. The attendance of jurors has been irregular, 
and I fine those who have not answered to their names £10 
each. A juror (with delight)—Then, my lord, we are 
satisfied. 


At the Sheffield County Court on Wednesday, says the 
Daily News, the judge (Mr. T. Ellison) had an action before 
him of a very novel character. The plaintiff, Mr. J. 
Langley, is a merchant at Hull, and the defendants are 
Messrs. Smith & Sons, the well-known newsagents and: 
book-stall keepers. In March last the plaintiff was at the 
Victoria Railway Station, Sheffield, and went to the de- 
fendants’ book-stall. There he saw two volumes of a work 
by Jules Verne, each being marked one shilling. He- 
wished to purchase one of them, but the manager of the 
stall said he could not sell one volume without the other. 
The plaintiff thereupon took up one of the volumes and 
tendered half a sovereign in payment. The manager, 
however, retained 2s. out of the half-sovereign. The- 
plaintiff refused to take the second volame, and brought 
his action to recover the shilling which the manager had 
retained. It was contended by Mr. Porritt, who appeared: 
for the plaintiff, that the volumes being exposed for sale,. 
and the price marked upon them, a purchaser was entitled 
to insist upon buying a separate volume. Even if the 
plaintiff was compelled to buy the two volumes, the manager 
had no right to detain the other shilling against his will. 
His remedy was to sue for the shilling as a debt. For the- 
defendants, it was proved that the secoud volame had been 
sent to Hull twice, and had been refused. His honour 
held that as the books were exposed and the price marked 
upon them a purchaser was justified in merely buying one 
volume. If the defendants were entitled to the second 
shilling, they should have sued for it, and not have de- 
tained it. He gave a verdict for the amount claimed, with 
costs. ’ 

Mr. O. Morgan, on Monday (for Sir H. Jackson), asked the 
Attorney-General whether his attention had been called to the 
alleged refusal of Mr. Baron Haddleston, at the Chelmsford: 
Assizes, in the case of Cave v. Mackenste, to try an issue of 
fact directed to be tried there by the Master of the Rolls, and 
Mr. Marten asked the Attorney-General whether his atten- 
tion had been called to the observations of the Lord Chief 
Justice of England on Friday last in reference to the pro- 
posed trial at the Cambridge Assizes this week of an issue 
directed by the Master of the Rolls in the case of The Locat’ 
Board of Bishop Stortford v. Street and another, and 
whether he was prepared to recommend any alteration of 
the law to prevent the difficulty which had arisen. The 
Attorney-General said—My attention has been culled to the 
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case referred to in the first question. I imagine, however, 
there has been some misconception, or some degree of mis- 
conception, with respect to it. It appears to me, from 
statements whichI have received, that Mr. Baron Huddleston 
did not decline to try the issues directed to be tried so much 
because he considered that, under the Julieature Acts and 
the rules made in pursuance of them, ths Master of the Rolls 
had no power to direct that the trial should take place at 
Chelmsford, though he may have entertained some doubt on 
this subjest, but because, owing to the state of business at 
the assizes, it was absolutely impossible to dispose of the 
issues alluded to without interfering most unduly with other 
causes standing for trial, and legitimately belonging to the 
Essex cause list. In reply to the second question, I have 
observed that quite recently—I think, on Friday last—the 
Lord Chief Justice announced his intention of trying cer- 
tain issues directed by the Chancery Division of the 
High Court to be tried at the assizes if the state of busi- 
ness would admit of this course being pursued without in- 
justice to other suitors. I think there is no necessity for any 
further legislation upon the matter. If any difficulty or 
inconvenience arises in consequence of causes being sent 
to the assizes for trial, such dificulty and inconvenience 
may be obviated by rules to be framed by the judges under 
the powers they already possess. 








Leqtslattaw of the eek. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
July 20.—Nvuzivm Tempus (Ire anp). 
This Bill was read a second time. 
Enver Fisuinc. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Leeat Practitioners (IRBLAND). 
This Bill passed through committee. , 
Commons. 
This Bill was read a third time. 
Loca GovernMENT Boarp’s ProvistonaL Orpers Con- 
FIRMATION (Batu, &c.). 
This Bill was read a third time. 
Locat GovERNMENT Boarp’s Provisionat Orprers Con- 
FIRMATION (Bixgroveu, &c.). 
This Bill was read a third time. 


July 21.—Mercuant Surprine. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


Bankers’ Booxs Evipence. 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Norices to Qurr (IRELAND). 
This Bill was read a second time. 


OrpHAN AND Desertep CutLpren (IRELAND). 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Queen AnneE’s Bounty. 
This Bill was read a second time. 
Enver Fisuine. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 
Poor Law AMENDMENT. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 
Mepicat PRAcTITIONERS. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 
Trape-Marxs ReGisTRaTION. 
The Commons’ amendments to this Bill were considered 
and agreed to. 
Locat Government Boarv’s Provisional Orpers Con- 
FIRMATION (BrrmincHaM, &c.). 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 
July 24.—Tvurnrime Acts ConTINvUANcE. 
This Bill was read a second time. 
Queen Annz’s Bounty. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Notices ro Qurr (Inztanp). 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Neitvm Temevs (Inevanp). 
This Bill passed through committee. 





—— 


Meprcat Act (QUALIFICATIONS). 
The Earl of SHAFTEsBURY, in ‘moving the second readi 


of this Bill, said its object was to enable every university 4 


or other body entitled under the Medical Aot to grant 
qualifications for registration to grant such qualifications 
to all persons without distinction of sex. There was, how. 
ever, a proviso that no woman should be entitled to take 
any part in the government, management, or proceedi 
of the universities or corporations men’ioned in the said 
Medical Act.—The Bill was read a second time. 


RIveERks. 
The Duke of BeccLEvcn, in moving the second reading 
of this Bill, explained that its object was simply to prevent 
new pollutions of rivers—The Bill was read a second time, 


Turnpike Acts CoNTINUANCE. 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Orpuan AND Desertep Curipren (IRELAND). 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Banxers’ Booxs Evipence. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 
Queen Anne’s Bounty. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
July 20.—ELementary Epvcation. 

The House went into committee on this Bill. 

The discussion was resumed upon the new clause, moved 
by Lord Sandon, called the poor districts clause, which 
amends the Education Act of 1870 as to the conditions of 
the annual parliamentary grant. The effect of the clause 
is that such grant shall not in any year exceed the amount 
of 17s. 6d. per child in average attendance at school during 
that year except by the sum by which the income of the 
school, derived from voluntary contributions. school fees, 
endowments, or any other source whatever other than the 
parliamentary grant, exceeds the said grant per child.— 
On a division the clause was read a second time by 185 to 
100.—Lord E. FirzMaurice moved to add the following sub- 
section :—“ If in any publie elementary school the income 
arising from subscriptions or rates do not amount to at 
least one-sixth part of the total income of such school, 
there shall be deducted from the annual parliamentary 
grant payable to such school a sum equal in amount to the 
difference between the said one-sixth part of the total in- 
come of such school and the said income arising from sub- 
scriptions or rates.”—On a division the amendment was 
rejected by 130 to 83.—The clause was added to the Bill. 

Lord Sanpon moved the insertion, after clause 24, of a 
clause authorizing the appointment, by the urban sanitary 
authority, of members of the school attendance com- 
mittee, with the assent of the Education Department.— 
Lord F. Hervey moved the insertion of words enabling 
the urban sanitary authority to make bye-laws without a 
requisition from the parish.—The amendment was with- 
drawn, and the clause was added to the Bill. 

Lord SANDON moved a new clause, to be inserted after 
the 25th, to enable the Education Department to ask for 
certain returns from the local authorities.—The clause 
was read a second time and added to the Bill. 

Mr. OnsLow moved a clause giving power to the magis- 
trates, if they should think fit, where a parent had been 
summoned for the non-attendance of his child at school, 
and had shown reasonable excuse, to grant such compensa- 
tion as might cover the necessary expenses and Joss of 
time, to be paid by the summoning officer.—The clause 
was negatived without a division. 

Mr. Wueetuovse proposed to insert a clause, after 
clause 10, making provision for blind and deaf-mute chil-« 
dreu.—On a division the clause was rejected by 223 to 54. 

Mr. Muntz moved a new clause, to follow clause 10, pro- 
viding that the expense incurred in establishing industrial 
schools might, with the consent of the Home Secretary, be 
spread over a term of years.—The clause was agreed to. 

Mr. PELL moved two new clauses providing for the diss 
solution of School Boards where no school-house or sité 
existed, and where the district had sufficient public school 
accommodation, and to make provision where School Boards 
possessed any property or had incurred any liability.—~ 
Progress was reported. 
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Potiution or Rivers. 
On the order of the day for resuming the adjourned 
e on the second reading of this Bill, Sir C. DIKE 
moved the adjournment of the debate.—The motion was 


Cattie Diszases (IRELAND). 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Merropouiran Boarp oF Works Loans. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Liven anp Hemp (Irenanp). 
This Bill was withdrawn. 
Juries Procepure (IRELAND). 
The House went into committee pro formd on this Bill, in 
order that amendments might be inserted. 


July 21.—Eementary Epvcarion. 
The House went into committee on this Pill, resuming 
‘the discussion of the new clause proposed by Mr. Pell.— 
Progress was reported. 
Bisuopric or Truro, 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Arpetass Harzovr. 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Erne Loven anp River. 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Merropouitan Boarp or Works Loans. 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Mernoroiis (WHITECHAPEL AND Limenovse) Improve- 
MENTS ScHEME CONFIRMATION. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


July 24.—Exementary Epvcarion. 

The House went into committee on this Bill and resumed 
the consideration of the new clause proposed by Mr. Pell, 
with reference to the dissolution of School Boards under 
certain circumstances.—-On a division the clause was carried 
by 221 to 140.—Mr. Forster moved to amend the clause 
by inserting words limiting its operatioa to School Boxrds 
which had been voluntarily formed.—Progress was reported. 


PotioTion or Rivers. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Bisuorric or Truro. 
The House went into committee on this Bill. 
The first five clauses were agreed to, and progress was 
then reported, 
CrossEp CHEQUES. 
This Bill passed through committee. 


July 25.—E.ementary Epvcarion. 

The House went into committee en this Bill, and con- 
sidered the amendment proposed by Mr, W. E. Forster to 
insert in the amendment moved by Mr. Pell, ‘“‘ where a 
School Board has been formed under sub-section 1 of sec- 
tion 12 of ‘The Elementary Education Act, 1870, and.’”’ 
—On a division the amendment was rejected by 172 to 
115.—Mr. Nox proposed as an amendment to Mr. Pell’s 
uew clause, after clause 21, line 2, after ‘‘ by,’’ leave out 
to “1870,” and insert “ nine-tenths of the ratepayers of 
the district.’—The amendment was withdrawo.—The 
Clause was then amended so as to require a majority of 
not less than two-thirds of those who should vote.—Mr, 
W. E. Forsrer moved the following amendment, to insert 
after ‘‘School Board” the following words :—‘‘ Where no 
requisition has been sent by the Education Department to 
such School Board, under section 10 of the Elementary 
Education Act of 1870, requiring them to supply public 
school accommodation.”—The amendment was agreed 
to.—Mr. W. BE. Forster then moved to add after the 
‘amendment these words:—‘ And no action has been 
taken by such School Board under this Act or under 
the Elementary Act of 1870.”—On a division, the 
amendment was rejected by 190 to 121.—Lord Sanpon 
proposed an amendment of the clause, declaring 
that jt should be the duty of the Department to take 
all the circumstances of the case into consideration, and 
decide whether the maintenance of a School Board was 
necessary.—The word “required” was substituted for 
“necessary,” and the amendment was agreed to.—Mr. 
Fawcerr moved a proviso, line 9, after the word ‘‘ Board,” 





to the effect that it should not be lawful for the Education 
Department to consent to the abolition of any School Board 
which had passed bye-laws to secure the attendance of 
children at school—On a division the amendment was 
rejected by 188 to 110. 

Poxtution or Rivers. 

This Bill passed through committee, pro forma, and was 
ordered to be re-printed. 

July 26.—Bunria, Grovnps. 

Mr. J. Tatzor moved the second reading of this Bill— 
Mr. OsBorne MorGan moved that it be read a second time 
that day three months.—The Bill and amendment were 
ultimately withdrawn. 

Crrinat Law Evipence AMENDMENT. 

Mr. AsHLEY, in moving the second reading of this Bill, 
said its object was to enable prisoners, their wives and 
husbands, and co-prisoners, their wives and husbands, to 
give evidence when on their trial on a criminal process. 
—Mr. Kopwet moved that the Bill be read a second 
time that day two months.—The Bill and amendment were 
withdrawn. 

Trarninc Scuoots anD SuHps, 

This Bill was withdrawn. 


Mercantite Marine Hospitat SERVICE. 
This Bill was withdrawn. 
Vatvation or Property (Merropotis) Act, 1869, 
AMENDMENT. 
This Bill was withdrawn. 
Homicipe LAw AMENDMENT. 

The adjourned debate on the motion for the second read- 
ing of this Bill was resumed by Sir G. Bowrer, but the 
debate stood adjourned. 

Locat GOVERNMENT Boarp’s ProvistonaL OrnpERs Con- 
FIRMATION (Batu, &c.). 
This Bill was read a second time. 
INDUSTRIAL AND PRovipENT Socreries. 
The Lords’ amendments to this Bill were considered and 


agreed to. 
VALUATION. 


This Bill was withdrawn. 
WInTER ASSIZES. 
This Bill passed through committee. 
Arpetass Hargour. 
This Bill was read a third time. 








Court Papers. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Rora oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


MASTER OF THE 
LLS. 


Mr. Farrer 


Court oF 


Date. APPEAL. 


Monday, July 31 
Tuesday, Aug. 1 
Wednesday .. 2 
Thursday .... 3 
Friday 
Saturday .... 

V.C. Matrys. V.C. Bacow. 
Monday, July 31 Mr. Teesdale Mr. Leach 
Tuesday, Aug. 1 Ward Latham 
Wednesday .. Leach 
Thursday .... Latham 
Friday Leach 


Saturday .... Latham 


Mr. Pemberton 
Clowes 
Pemberton 
Clowes 
Pemberton 
Clowes 


2 Teesdale 
3 Ward 
4 Teesdale 
5 Ward 


PROBATE AND DIVORCE REGISTRIES. 
Vacation 1876. 
Taxation of Costs. 

The registrars of the Probate and Divorce registries of 
her Majesty’s High Court of Justice will not tax any bill of 
costs after Tuesday, the 8th of August, until Thursday, 
the 2nd of November, except under special circumstances, 
to be stated in a written application addressed to them. 
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Summonses. 

On Wednesday, the 16th of August, and on every suc- 
ceeding Wednesday until the 25th of October inclusive, one 
of the registrars will sit at the principal Probate Registry, 
Somerset House, to hear summonses, at twelve o'clock. 


Motions. 

On Wednesday, 16th and 30th of August, 13th and 27th 
of September, and 11th and 25th of October, one of the 
registrars will sit at the principal Probate Registry, 
Somerset House, to hear motions, at half-past twelve 
o'clock. 

All papers for motions are to be left with the clerk of 
the papers and the chief clerk of the Divorce Registry, be- 
fore two o’clock on the preceding Saturday. 


Office Hours. 

On and after the 10th of August, and until the 24th of 
October inclusive, the offices of the Probate and Divorce 
Registries of the High Court of Justice will be opened to 
the public on Saturdays at ten o'clock a.m., and closed at 
two o'clock p.m., and on every other day of the week these 
offices will be opened at eleven o'clock a.m., and closed at 
three o’clock p.m. 

Departinent for Literary Inquiry. 

On and after the 10th of August, and until the 21st of 
September inclusive, this department will be entirely 
closed. 

Payment of Money out of Court. 

The registrars have fixed Friday in each week daring 

the vacation for the payment of money out of court. 








TRIAL OF CHANCERY ISSUES AT ASSIZES. 


Is answer to a question by Lord Selborne on Thursday in 
the House of Lords, the Lord Chancellor read the following 
letter from the Lord Chief Justice :— 


‘* South-Eastern Circuit, July 22. 

“Dear Lord Chancellor,—The postponement by Baron 
Huddleston, et the recent Chelmsford Assizes, of the trial 
ofan issue sent down for trial by the Master of the Rolls 
having given rise to observations in the public papers, as so 
often happens on an imperfect apprehension of the facts, 
and notice having been given of a question to be put in the 
House of Lords on the subject by rd Selborne, I think it 
desirable that you should be put in possession of the exact 
facts of the case. 

“ Being desirous of remainiog as long as pssible to assist 
in doing the work of our courts in town, and not anticipa- 
ting more than the average ran of business on the 
cirenit, Baron Haddleston and I, the judges of assize on 
this circuit, had allowed only the usual time at the different 
circnit towns. On arriving at Chelmsford we found the 
business on the civil side apparently much heavier than we 
had expected, and Buron Huddiestos, who sat on the civil 
side, was informed thit this issue, sent down by the Master 
of the Holls for trial, would occupy fully three days; in 
other words, the whole time at the ass’zes; so that if 
tried, as it stood early in the list, it would lead to all the 
other canses being made remanets. Baron Huddleston con- 
sulted me, and, as it did not appear that there had been any 
special ground for sending this issue to be tried at Chelms- 
ford, but, on the contrary, it might just as well have been 
tried by 4 jory before the Master of the Rolls himself— 
indeed, we were informed that the Master of the Rolls had 
at first rfused to order a trial by jury, but, on being applied 
t 2 second time, had consented to grant a jury, but, declin- 
ing to try it bimeelf, had said he should send it to Chelms- 
ford—i, under the circumstances, advised my learned 
colleague not to let the trial of this isene displace and super- 
she the proper local business of the asmize, but to treat it 
as the last case in the list, which was done accordingly. It 
” or eee that, having finished the criminal business, I 
was lortanately able to come the assistance of my brother 


« 


jute, and one or two of the canses, which threatened to be 
vy, having been unexpectedly settled, we were enabled to 
the tasiness A the assize in time, without leaving any 


remands, I the isens had been tried this wonld have been 
imponible. If any responsibility attaches to the course thus 





———————, 
——== 


pursued I desire to share it, as my learned collesgue, though 
fully concurring in my view, acted under my advice. [gm — 
still, on the fuliest consideration, of opinion that the course 


I think + 


taken was, under the circumstances, the right one. 
it right to add that I further suggested to Baron Huddleston 
that we should take the first opportunity of your lordship, 
as President of the High Court, calling its members together 
to bring the whole subject of issues sent from the equity 
division to the common law divisions, or circuits, to he tried 
by juries, under the consideration of the High Court, it 
being my very decided opinion that the course which the 
equity judges are understood to be pursuing, of sending al] 
issues of fact calling for trial by a jary to be tried at Nig 
Prius by a judge of a common law division, is altogether 
in excess of the power conferred by ord. 19 [sie] of the rules of 
court, as well as contrary to the entire spirit of recent legis. 
lation in the matter of judicature.” 

The Lord Chancellor also read the following letter from 
Mr. Baron Huddleston :— 

*¢ The civil business at Chelmsford was unusually and un 
expectedly heavy, and there were only two days and part 
of a third (the commission day at Hertford) in which 
to dothe whole of the work, both civil and criminal. While 
trying the first common jury some application was made 
to me with references to the epecial juries, and I was in- 
formed by the counsel engaged in Cave v. Mackenzie, which 
stood third in the list, that it had been sent to Chelmsford 
by the Master of the Rolls, who, though applied to, had 
refused to try it himself with a jary; that it was a matter 
arising entirely in the Chancery Division of the High 
Court, and in no way connected with the county of Essex, 
and, if tried, would occupy at least three days. 

“T consulted with the Lord Chief Justice, and we came 
to the conclusion that I ought not to give it precedence 
over the other causes or try it at these assizes to the pre- 
judice of the business legitimately belonging to the Essex 
cause list. Jn announcing this to the bar I stated that 
the Lord Chief Justice and myself both thought that, con. 
sidering the spirit of the Judicature Acts and the intention 
of the Legislature to fuse law and equity, as we in the 
common law divisions of the High Court had to deal and 
did deal with all questions of equity that cams before us, 
the equity judges, having every tacility afforded them to do 
so, might well try, with the assistance of a jury, any ques 
tion of fact which arose before them, and not send it to the 
assizes or the courts of common law [sic], already over- 
whelmed with the pressure of their own business, 

“T did not make the cause a remanet, as I might have 
done (it being impossible to try it within the compass of the 
time allotted to the assizes), because [ did not think it right 
by so doing to throw on any brother judge who might go 
the spring circuit the duty of trying it. But the Lord 
Chief Justice and myself agreed that the opinion of the 
judges of the High Court should be obtained on the subject 
at their first meeting. 

“Tf, in their judgment, the cas* ought to be tried by @ 
common law judge, I intend, if the parties desire it and the 
Master of the Koils will vary his ener to that offect, to try 
it myself in London or Middlesex with a special jury, and 
thus spare the parties the delay till March, ani save thea 
the extra expense of taking it down ayain to Chelmsford.” 

The Lord Chancellor, after reading these letters, state? 
the provisions of the Acts and rules relating to the matter, 
and added that ‘these were the provisions which bore on 
the point, They seemed to take a large and comprehensive 
view. The power given was like every other power sub- 
ject to discretion, and it was better he should say nothing 
on that point. But whatever might be the principle oa 
which that discretion ought to be exercised, their lordships 
would agree with him that, once a case was sent down by 
a judge who had the power to send it down, there ought 
not to be at the assizes any investigation of the principle 
on which the case was sent down. 
to go to trial, would be put to considerable expense ; they 
had their witnesses ready and their counsel, and then, if 
the question was to be raised as to whethor it was a dis- 


creet and proper thing to send the case down, the persons 


who would sniffer by the raising of that question would be 
the suitors,” 
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PRISONERS’ EVIDENCE. 


In the course of the debate on the Criminal Law Evidence 
Amendment Bill, Mr. Russell Gurney said :—Having been 
brought up to the profession almost from a child, he had 
een favourable to the institutions and practices that he 
found in existence ; but his experience had convinced him 
that it was most important for the interests of justice, for 
the conviction of the guilty and the acquittal of the inno- 
cent—that some such change as was now proposed should 
be made in the law of this country. Wives now could not 
be examined where their husbands were concerned, or 
husbands for their wives, and nothing more absurd could 
be conceived. Very often the only person who could prove 
man’s innocence was the wife, especially as to events 
which were alleged to have occurred at night. If the 
accused husband were a good, moral man and lived with 
his wife, her mouth was closed, but if he were an immoral 
man and lived with a mistress she could be examined in 
his defence. Opinions quite as strong as had been expressed 
against this Bill had been urged against allowing the 
ies interested in civil suits to give evidence, He had 
lately been reading the ‘“ Memoir of Lord Althorp,’”’ in 
which it was stated that this nobleman brought forward a 
Small Debts Billin which he proposed to give power tothe 
parties to be examined. An old judge said of this proposal 
that it was most barbarous and abhorrent, and that nothing 
would result from it but unmitigated perjury. But the 
change had been made, and what had been the result? No 
person who practised in our courts wished to return to the 
old system. No doubt, perjury was occasionally committed, 
yet the alteration in the law had tended most materially to 
the elucidation of trath. Justice was more speedily and 
more certainly arrived at,and under the species of com- 
pulsion that now existed the defendant was often obliged 
to admit the debt that he disputed. But we had gone rather 
further than altering the law in mere civil actions. When 
the divorce courts were established there were universal 
complaints from women that their mouths were closed in 
matters of supreme importance to them. That was felt to 
be a great hardship, and by universal consent the parties to 
a suit were allowed to be examined. Perjury was no doubt 
committed, but the truth was more clearly arrived at. He 
now asked for the same relief for the innocent prisoner 
who stood at the bar charged with some criminal offence, 
and he could not say as a judge in criminal cases that the 
change was uunecessury, He had often felt when he en- 
tertained doubts about a case that thos: doubts would be 
entirely removed if he could put six questions to the 
grom In two cases of forgery which had occurred before 
im, women had been called whose evidence could not have 


deen received if they had been the wives of the prisoners. 
One woman tol! the truth, and most reluctantly established 


the case on the part of the prosecution. The prisoner was 
accordingly convicted, but if sho had been married to 
the prisoner he woull wrongly have been acquitted 
because her mouth would have been stopped. The other 
woman was not called by the prosecution, but her evi- 
dence in the prisoner's favour soon broke down on cross- 
examination, and her statement having been found to be 
untrue the prisoner was in that case also convicted. If 
those women had heen the wives of the prisoners, applica- 
tion would have becn made to the Home Office for the re- 
lease of the prisoners upon the affidavits of those women, 
and when they were referred to him for his report he might 
have found it very difficult to come to the conclusion which 
he had arrived at without hesitation when the women were 
exawined in open court, The opinion he now expressed 
had been, in fact, forced upon him by what he had seen in 
the English courts. During the period, little short of two 
years, which he recently spent in the United States he lost 
ho opportunity of visiting tho criminal ceurts to see the 
Working of this system. [He heard soveral trials in which 
the prisouers wore examined, and in every case their 
evidence tonded to tho elucidation of the truth, He was 
‘@pecially struck by the manner in which this aystem worked 
tor the deliverance of the innocent, He was present at one 
trial where the prisoner admitted that he had been pre- 
Viously convicted, and of the same sort of offence, He gave, 
however, as a witness, such « complete explanation of all 
the circumstances againat him, and his evidence was ao com: 
pletely confirmed, that he was at once acquitted by the jury, 





He might go further than his own experience, because he 
lost no opportunity of asking the opinion of the judges and 
the prosecuting officers, and one and all that the 
change had been an improvement. The Chief Justice of 
Maine stated that the new system had worked admirably, and 
had given great satisfaction to the judge, the bar, and the 

ublic. Innocent men were able to give important evidence 
in their own defence, and the Chief Justice said he regarded 
the change as absolutely indispensable to the due adminis- 
tration of the law. The district prosecuting attorneys 
described the change as having assisted greatly in bringing 
the guilty to punishment, while the innocent might rejoice 
in the opportunity thus afforded of proving their innocence. 
The prosecuting attorney for the district of New York 
stated that the bench and the bar were once all opposed to 
the change, but they were now unanimous in its favour. This 
officer told him that in seven cases in which he had con- 
ducted the prosecution he had, after hearing the explanation 
of the prisoner, thrown up the case. Unless it could be 
alleged that our judges were unfit for their high offices, he 
had no fear of any change in their manner or demeanour as 
a consequence of the change now proposed. 





REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
PARLIAMENTARY AGENTS. 


THE following is the report of the select committee ap- 
pointed by the House of Lords and the House of Commons 
to consider the expediency of making further regulations 
concerning the admission and practice of parliamentary 
agents, and to report their opinion thereon. 

The committees have met, and having jointly considered 
the matter referred to them, and taken evidence thereapon, 
have agreed to the following report, viz. :— 

1. Before the year 1836 the whole of the private busi- 
ness of Parliament was conducted by officers of the two 
Honses. In that year the House of Commons passed a 
resolution requiring those of their officers who had been 
in the habit of conductiag private business through Par- 
liament to elect whether they would retain their offices, 
confining themselves to their pablic duties, or would retire 
with a view to practising outside the House as parliament- 
ary agests in the present sense of the term. 

2. Several of the officers elected to retire, and in course 
of time established firms by whose representatives the 
greater part of the private business of each session has, 
up to the present time, been condacted. 

3. Since the year 1836 any person has been allowed to 
practise as a parliamentary agent in the House of Lords, 
and no provisions have been made by that House for the 
admission or conduct of parliamentary agents. In the 
House of Commons certain rales have been made and re- 
vised from time to time. Those now in force were 
sanctioned by the Speaker on the 7th of March, 1873, and 
will be found in the appendix to this report. 

4, The committee are of opinion that the practice ob- 
served since 1836 has, in several instances, failed to secure 
such efficiency on the part of parliamentary agents in the 
discharge of their duties towards their clients and towards 
Parliament as might reasonably be required 

5. The profession of a parliamentary agent requires an 
accurate acquaintance with particalar branches of the law, 
and especially with the practice of Parliament; also a 
sound knowledge of parliamentary drafting. It is at least 
as distinot from those of a barrister and a solicitor as those 
two professions are from each other, aud several excellent 
agents have not beloaged to either. The committee are 
therefore not prepared to recommend that barristers aad 
solicitors should be exclusively eligible to become pariia- 
mentary agents, as their trainiag does not afford in itself 
proof of special qualification, and they are of opiaioa thas 
fitness for the oltice should (except ia the case of those 
now ia actual practice) be tested by a special examination, 
of auch a character as to admit persons thoroughly qaali- 
tied for actual practice, 

6. The committee recommend that the names of all 
poraons authoriaed to practise as parliameatary ageats be 
entered on a roll to be kept by the Clerk of the Parliamenta, 
aud published once a year towards the close of the seasion, 
together with the rulea for the time being regulating de 
admiaaion and practice of agents, 
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7. The committee recommend that the roll comprise, in 
the first instance, the names of all persons who, during this 
or the preceding Parliament, have introduced and conducted 
any private Bill through both Houses, and of such other 
persons, if any, as the chairman of committees of the House 
of Lords and the Speaker of the House of Commons shall 
have, for special reasons, considered entitled to be placed on 


it. 

8. That in the roll of parliamentary agents no one shall 
be entered as a member of a firm or partnership who is not 
a duly qualified agent, and that all Bills hereafter intro- 
duced by any firm or partnership be marked by the name of 
the responsible agent in addition to the name of the firm or 
partnership. 

9. The committee recommend that in future no person 
be allowed to act as agent for the introduction or conduct of 
a private Bill in either House of Parliament unless his 
name is on the roll of parliamentary agents, but that any 
person whether on the roll or not may conduct the opposi- 
tion to any such Bill on entering into such engagements as 
may be required by the rules mentioned in section 15. 

10. That any barrister, advocate, solicitor, writer to 
the signet, or graduate of any university in the United 
Kingdom, and also any person who shall have passed such 
a general examination, to be conducted by the Civil Service 
Commissioners, as shall be directed by the chairman of 
committees and the Speaker, shall be allowed to present 
himself as a candidate for the special examination. 

1l. That the special examination be conducted by 
examiners to be named from time to time for every such 
examination by the chairman of committees and by the 
Speaker, and be directed to ascertain the fitness of the 
candidates for immediate practice as parliamentary agents. 

12. That gny candidate who has passed the special 
examination may apply to the chairman of committees 
and the Speaker to have his name entered on the roll; and 
if they are satisfied that he is in all respects_a fit and 
proper person to be appointed a parliamentary agent, the 
Clerk of the Parliaments shall enter his name on the roll. 

13. That any agent may be struck off the roll by the 
chairman of committees and the Speaker, for neglect of 
rules, or professional misconduct of any kind. 

14, That no person who has been prohibited from 
practising as a parliamentary agent, or struck off the roll 
of solicitors, or advocates, or writers to the signet, or dis- 
barred by any of the Inns of Court, be ailowed to be en- 
rolled as a parliamentary agent. 

15. That special rules for regulating the admission and 
practice of parliamentary agents and other persons in 
either House be drawn up by the chairman of committees 
and the Speaker, with power to vary the sa me. 

16. That it is desirable that such special rules forbid 
altogether any division of the charges of a parliamentary 
agent, and that provision be made for the summary 
removal from the roll of the name of any agent of whose 
breack of this rule the chairman and Speaker shall be satis- 
fied. 
17. That the taxing officer of either House be instructed 
to report to the chairman of committees and the Speaker 
the bill of costs of any agent which he may deem to con- 
tain improper or exorbitant charges. 

18. The committee, in suggesting the manner in which 
the roll should be formed at first, desire to give the fallest 
protection to what may possibly be considered as existing 
righte. With a roll so formed, they do not consider that 
all incompetent agents will be at once excluded from 
practice, but they believe that the adoption of the recom- 
mendations of this report will of itself have a salutary 
effect, and that before long the roll will be confined to agents 
who may be trusted to conduct the private business with 
advantage to Parliament, and with efficiency and economy 
as regards their clients. From the evidence given before 
the committee, it will be seen how much risk there is, 
both to the public and to clients, when Bills are prepared 
and conducted by incompetent agents. 

19. The committee desire to add that the resemblance 
between private Bills and provisional orders, and provi- 
sional certificates is 0 close, and the importance of uni- 
formity so great, that the expediency of restricting the 
conduct of all such proceedings to the same class of prac. 
titioners is deserving of serious consideration. 

July 17, 1876. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


July 28, 1876. 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 


3 per Cent, Consols, 963 Annuitias, April, 85, 9% 

Ditto for Account, Aug 3, 96% | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. i408 

Do 3 per Cent. Reduced, 964 Ex Bills, £21000, 24 perCt.20 pm 
New 3 per Cent., 967 Ditto, £500, Do, 20 pm. 

Do. $4 perCent., Jan, "94 Ditto, 2100 & £200, 20 pm, 

Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, — per. 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan.’73 Ct. (last half-year), 250 
Annuities, Jan,’80— Ditte for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
Ditto 5 per Cent.,July,’80, 1064 ) Ditto,5} per Cnt., May,'79, 8 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cents, 
Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. 88, 1043 April, ’64 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 perC nt.,Aug. 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent,80 | Do. Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
2nd Enf. Pr., 5 per C., Jan.’72 Ditto, ditto, under £1000 


RAILWAY STOCK, 





-|Closing Prices 


| Railways. 





Stock; Bristol and Exeter 
Stock! Caledonian 
Stock|Glasgow and South-Western ..... keeesiens wash 
Stock|Great Eastern Ordinary Stock seessssessssseeees 
Stock Great Northern , 
Stock) Do., A Stock* etee: . 
Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland .,.....| 
Stock Great Western—Original.,.....0..-se0eve | 10 
Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire ........ sseneenenesenens| 
Stock/ London, Brighton, and South Coast... wee 
Stock, London, Chatham, and Dover, 

Stock London and North-Western . 

Stock London and South Western....... 

Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln 

Stock Metropolitan 
Stock) Do., District 
Stock: Midland 

Stock! North British 
Stock North Eastern 
Stock! North London 
Stock North Staffordshire .,. 
Stock! South Devon 
Stock South-Eastern 











eeeees, 
































-| 100 








*A receives no dividend util 6 per cent. has been paid to b, 


Monry MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 


There is no alteration to report this week; the reserve 
keeps steadily increasing, and is now 57} per cent. of the 
liabilities. Inthe foreign stock market prices have im- 
proved, but there has not been much business doing owing 
to the settlement of the account. Home railways ‘have- 
again advanced this week, the rise in the Scotch lines and 
Great Western amounting to nearly 5 percent. Consols- 
closed at 96§ to 963 for money and account. 








BIRTHS AND DEATHS. 
BIRTH. 

Gtsson—July 23, at Berkeley Lodge. Shoot-up-hill, Crickle- 
wood, the wife of Jasper Gibson, of 64, Lincoln’s-inn-fields,. 
solicitor, of a daughter. 

DEATH, 

Bronire—July 25, at his residence, 8, New Ormond-street, 
W.C., Charles Begbie, solicitor, youngest son of the late 
— Begbie, Commissary-General of the Bahamas, 
aged 72. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fatwar, July 21, 1876. 
UNLimiTep IN Cuancery. 

Wakefield Grand United Odd Fellows Friendly Loan Society. -- V.C. 
Malins has fixed Monday, July 31, at 12, at his chambers, as the 
time and place for the appointment of an official liquidator. 

Limirep In CHancerry, 

Gefis Gas Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented: 
July 15, directed to be heard before V.C, Bacon on July 29. 
Wilkins and Blyth, St. Swithin’s Jane, solictors for the petitioners. 

Probitas Insurance Company, Limited.—-V.O0. Hali has, by an order 
dated July 13, appointed Lewis Henry Evass, Coleman st, to be 
official liquidator, 

Railway and General Light Improvement Company, Limited.—Petition 
for winding up, presented July 17, directed to be heard befwre the 
M.R. on July 29, Keighiey and Co, Philpot lane, solicitors for the 
petitioner. 
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Se 
saran Coal, Iron, and Steel Compary, Limited.—The M.R. has, 
ty an order dated May 12, appointed Thomas Dennis Rock, Leaden- 
hall st, to be off cial liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before 
t 5, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts orclaims,to the above. Tu y, Oct 31, at 11, is ap- 

pointed for hearing ane adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 
CounTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER, 

Liverpool Finance and Estate Agency Company, Limited.—Petition for 
winding up, presented July 17, directed to be heard before the V.C,, 
at St George’s Hail,; Liverpool, on Aug 12. Mather, Liverpool, 
sylicitor for the petitioner, 

Tvgspay, July 25, 1876. 
LimiTEp uN Caancery. 

Canary Islends and Morocco Steam Ship Company, Limited—By an 
order made by the M.R., dated July 15, it was ordered that the 
voluntary winding up of the above company be continued. Lowless 
and Co, Martin’s/ane, Cannon st, solicitors for the petitioners, 
ty of London Supply Association and Clerks’ Club, Limited.—V.C. 
Hall bas fixed Aug 2, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of 
an official liquidator, ’ é ; 

Cornwall Chemical Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented July 22, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins, on Aug 

9, Crook and Smith, Fenchurch st, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Crown Fire Insurance Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented July 24, directedto be heard before V.C. Hall on Aug 4, 
Silberberg, petitioner in person. 

Imperial Brazilian Collieries, Limited—By an order made by V.C. 
Bacon, dated July 15, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up 
of the above company be continued. Webb, Queen Victoria st, 
solicitor for the petitioner, 

Jamaica Graving Dock Company, Limited.—The M.R. has fixed 
Wednesday, Aug 2, at his chambers, for the appointment of an 
official liquidater. 

Sheffield Laundry Co mpany, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. 
Bacon, dated July 15, it was ordered that the above company 
should be wound up. Torrand Co, Bedford row, sgents for Weils 
and Hind, Nottingham, solicitors for the petitioners, 

Welsh Iron Werks Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented July 24, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Aug 5, 
Allin and Greenop, St Peter’s ailey, Corntill, solicitors for the 

petitioner. 
STANNARIES OF DEVON, 

Girt and Holsten Downs Mining Company, Limited—By an order 
made ty the Vice-Warden, dated July 15, it was ordered that the 
above company be wound up. Dobett, jun., Truro, agent for Chat- 
terton, Ludgate hil, solicitor for the petitioner. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Fripay, July 21, 1876. 
Clapham Friendly Society, Lord Raglan, Wandsworth rd, Clapham, 
Surrey. July 20, 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fray, July 21, 1876. 
Brown, John, Woodford, Essex, Fsq. Oct 10. Elbank v Brown, V.C. 
Malins. Farmer, Pancras lane, Cheapside 
Young, John, Stockton-on-Tees, Durham, Butcher. Sept 1. Earle v 
Young, V.C. Malins. Newby, Siockton 
Harvey, Thomas, St Clement’s House, Clement’s lane, Gent. Sept 30. 
Dominion of Canaca Oils Refinery Company, Limited v Harvey. 
V.C. Malins. Davies, Moorgate st 
Touxspay, July 25, 1876, 
Featherstone, Elizabeth, Crcok, Durham, Sept 5. Blackeit v Biackett, 
M.R. Chapman, Durham 
Greenwood, Thomas, Leeds, Shopkeeper. Sept 6. Shackleton y 
Pickard, M.. Appleton, Leeds 
Martin, Anna, Plymouth, Devon. Oct 10, Gruzelier vy Weary, V.C. 
Hall, Edmonds, Piymouth 
Nicholson, William, Thorpe-le-Soken, Essex. Oct 2. Nicholson v 
Nicholson, V.C. Bacon. Rooks, King st, Cheapside 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, July 21, 1876, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
“Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London, 
Glanvill, George, Goldsmith st, Silk Merchant. Pet July 18. Keene. 
Aug 9 at ll 
Tucker, George, Seabright st, Bethnal green rd, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer. Pet July 19. Keene. Aug 2 atl 
Videon, George Fitcher, Maida vale, Florist. Pet July 19. Keene. 
Aug 9 at 11 
Voile, John, Swain's lane, Highgate, Mason, Pet July 18. Keene. 
Aug Yat 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Bennard, William, Hastings, Sussex, Electro Plater. Pet July 15, 
Yonng. Hastings, Aug 2at 12 
Daulby, Frederick, Barrow-in-Furnees, Lancashire, Commission Agent. 
PetJu ly 14. Postlethwaite. Barrow-in-Furness, Aug 4 at 12 
Drayton , Edward, and William Drayton, Liverpool, Nut Makers. Pet 
July 18. Bellringer. Liverpool, Aug 3 at 11 
Ranson, Samuel, Gunthorpe, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. Pet 
July 17. Patchitt. Nottingham, Aug 2 at 10,30 
Worsel', Thomas, Folkestone, Kent, Butcher, Pet July 17, Furley. 
Canterbury, Aug 4 at 2 
Tuespay, July 28, 1876. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditorsmust forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Kimpton, Charlee, Sanders terrace, Blake’s rd, Peckham, Jeweller. 
Pet July 21, Keene. Aug 9 at 12 
7. ane, Sidworth st, Hackney, Builder, Pet July 22, Murray. 
ug 9 at 12,50 
am, Tho mas, Euston rd,Grocer. Pet July 23. Murray. Aug 
at 





To Surrender in the Country. 
Anderson, William, Liverpool, Newspaper Proprietor. Pet July 20. 
Bellringer. Liverpool, Aug 8 at 11 
Edwards, Francis, Brynmawr, Brecon, Innkeeper. Pet July 20. 
Shepard. Tredegar, Aug 8 at 11 
Leete, William Waples, Manchester, Chemist. Pet July 21. Lister. 
Manchester, Aug 10 at 9.30 
Loewenstein, Max, Bradford, York, Stuff Marchant. Pet July 21. 
Robinson. Bradford, Aug 8 at 9 
Martin, W G , Uxbridge, Middlesex, Tea Dealer. Pet July 15. 
Darvill. Windsor, Aug l2at 12 
Rees, David, Penycae Taliesin, Cardigan. Pet July 20. Jenkins. 
Aberystwith, Aug 8 at 12 : 
Rowlends, Joseph, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Wholesale Fruiterer. Pet 
4 July 20. Bradshaw. Newcastle, Aug 9 at 12 
BANKRUPTCl£S ANNULLED. 
Fripay, July 21, 1876, 
Bennett, Edward Kedington, Bury St Edmun ds, Suffolk, July 14 
Gee, William Henry, Nottingham, Elastic Web Merchant. July 11 
Pritchard, Philip, Great St Helea’s, Bishopsgate st, Mrchant. July 17 
Tuxspay, July 25, 1876. 
Cooke, John, Leeds, Merchant. July 13 
Gurr, Jonathan, Frederick st, Gray’sinn rd. July 20 
Overton, Arthur, Cambridge, Currier. July 19 
Sherrott, Augustus John, Horsham, Sussex, Farmer. 
Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, July 21, 1876, 
Anthony, David, Llanelly, Carmarthen, Draper, Aug 3 at 1! at offices 
of Howell, Stepney st, Llanelly 
Arnold, Richard Serjeant, known as George Robert Arnold, Tyeroes, 
Anglesea, Licensed Victualler. Aug 8 at !3 at the Alexandra Hotel, 
Dale st, Liverpool, Allanson, Carnarvon 
Aveyard, William, George Aveyard, and Joseph Aveyard, Manchester, . 
Cotton Doublers. Aug 2 at 3 at offices of Sale and Co, Booth st, 
Manchester 
Backhouse, Alfred, Charles Foster, George Caff Travis, and James 
Edward Foster, Halifax, York, Stock Brokers. Aug 8 at 1 at the 
Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Norris and Co, Halifax 
Bates, Samuel, Halifax, York, Tailor. July 31 at 11 at offices of Leem- 
iag, George st, Halifax 
Belcher, Isaac, Birmingham, Dealer in Jewellery. Aug 3 at 11 at offices 
of Davies, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Blakemore, John, and Alired Blakemore, Leamington Priors, Warwick, 
Uvholsterers. Aug 1 at 12 at offices of Field, Warwick st, Leaming- 
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ton 

Boodle, Alfred William, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Solicitor. Aug 5 at 
10 at offices of Pruen, Regent st, Cheltenham . 

Brightman, Richard, Luton, Bedford, Nurseryman. Aug4 at 11 at 
offices of Neve, Park st west, Luton 

Bushnell, Henry Gains, Birmingham, Baker. Aug 7 at 3 at offices of 
Rowlands and Bagnall, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Carter, Alfred, Shefficld, Cabimet Maker. Aug 4 at 4 at offices of Gee, 
Fig Tree lane, Sheffield. Binn, Sheffield 

Chirm, Thomas, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Musician. Aug 4 at llat 
offices of Smith and Co, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Clements, Henry Lincoln, High Holborn, Upholsterer. Aug 3 at 3 at 
the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Lumley and Lumiey, Old 
Jewry chambers 

Cook, Tnomas, Queen Elizabeth st, Horslydown, Glass Cutter. July 
29 at 2 at 37, Bedford row. Marshall 

Cordwell, William ‘Thomas, Birdham, nr Chichester, Sussex, Silver- 
smith. Aug 19 at 2 at offices of Dilloa-Webb and Keliy, Chancery 


lane 

Coward, James, Lyon terrace, Seven Sisters’ ri, Holloway, Skirt 
Manufacturer. Aug 3 at 3 at offices of Lovering and Co, Gresham st. 
Buckler, Queen Victoria st 

Crossland, Joe, Wakefield, York, Provision Dealer. 
offices of Lake, Southgate, Wakefield 

Davies, William, Tony Paudy, Rhondda Valley, Glamorgan, Iron- 
monger. Aug 4 at 12.30 at offices of Simons ani Plews, Church st, 
Merthyr Tydfil 

Devenish, Samuel George, Champion grove, Denmark hill, Camberwell, . 
Commercial Clerk. July 31 at 2 at olfices of Gowing and Mandale, 
King st, Cheapside 

Dexter, John Leake, and Walter Shropshire Shepherd, Bourne End, 
Buckingham, Engineers. Aug 4at 3 at offices of Dod and Longstaffe, 
Berners st 

Dorber, William, Salford, Lancashire, Coach Builder. Aug tl atli at 
offices of Farrar and Hall, Princess st, Manchester 

Dunn, Frederiok, Market Rasen, Lincoln, Boot Maker. Aug 2 at llat 
offices of Page and Padley, Market Rasen 

Durham, James, jan, Sudbury, Suffolk,} Cabinet Maker. Aug 4 at 2 at 
offices of Gamble and Harvey, Gresham buildings, Basinghali st. 


Aug 4 at ll at 


Lockyer 
Easley Edwin Saint, Frizinghall, ar Bradford, York, Coal Merchant. 
Aug 3 at 11 at offices of Terry and Robinson, Market st, bradferd 


Evans, Evan, Waen View, Clanbedr, Carnarvon, Tailor. Aug 2 at 12 
at the Queen’s Hotel, Chester, James, Tynyfynwent, Llaorwst 

Fisher, Anthony, Stafford, Watch Maker. July 29 at li at offices of 
Hodgson, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Foreman, Robert, jun, Shoreham, Kent, Baker. 
of Holcroft and Co, London rd, Sevenoaks 

Foster, Charles Noah, New Wharf, Whitefriars, Builder. 
at Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet st. Burton 

Freeman, Samuel Cooper, Somersham, Huntingdon, Grocer. 
12 at offices of Gaches, Cathedral gateway, Peterborough 

German, Alfred, Portsmouth, Hants, Merchant’s Clerk and Ironfounder. 
Aug 3 at 4 at offices of Ford, Portsea 

Gilson, William, jun, High st, Camden town, Fishmonger. Aug | at 
3 at offices of Heathfield and Son, Liacoln’s inn fields 

Grainger, Robert, Manchester, Painter, Aug 2 at 3 at offices of Ritson 
and Grundy, Cross st, Manchester 

Griffiths, George, Laudore, nr Swansea, Glamorgan, Draper, July 3t 
at 11 at offices of the Home Trade Association, York st, Manchester. 


Aug 2 at 12 at offices 
Aug 3 at 12 
Aug 4at 


Cox 
Guan, Robert Edward, Southgate, Middlesex, Florist. July 2) at 12 
at offices of Smith, Great James at, Bedford row 





THE SOLICTIORS’ JOURNAL. 


July 29, 187 











Aug 


Cox and Sons 

Hearn, Rufus George, East 8 h von, Ir 

Aug 2 

at 2 at offices of Angell and Imbert-Terry, Gresham st, Bank 

Tlil!, Thomas, jun, Leicester, Boot Dealer. Aug 2 at 12 at offices of 
of Solomon, Ann st, Birmingham 

Holinrake, James, Hopwood, Lancashire, Cotton Manufacturer, 
of Smith, Cori’s buildings, Preeson’s row, Liverpool 

Horsey, Henry, Bermondsey New rd, Bermondsey, Beer Retailer. 
29 at 4, at 3, Featherstone buildings, Bedford row. Hope 

Jones, Rhoda Eliza, Malvern Link, Worcester, Schoolmistress. July 
Ellison and Burrows, Alexandra st, Cambridge 

Kirkby, Thomas, jun, and Joseph Chadwick, Leeds, Iron Merchants. 
Minor, Brown st, Manchester 

Linley, Samuel, Leeds, Tin Pilate Worker. Aug2at 11 at offices of 
2 at 22, Martin’s lane, Cannon st. Hogan and Haghes 
Grimsby 

Neil!, John, and Edward George Robert Hughes, Manchester, 

Niel’, Harry, Stockport, Cheshire, Joiner. Aug 8 at 4 at offices of Best, 
Aug 8 at l2atthe Guildhail Tavern, Gresham st. Collis, Stourbridge 

Pope, George James, Norwich, Plumber. Aug 8 at 3 at offices of 
of Daw, jan, City chambers, Gandy st, Exeter. Partridge 


Hall, John, Whitechapel rd, Draper. Aug 3 at 11 at 111, Cheapside. 
Hart, William, Austrey, Warwick, Saddler. Aug 4 at 11 at offices of 
Nevill and Atkins, George st, Tamworth 
" ger. Aug 3 at 
11 at offices of Elworthy and Co, Courtenay st, Plymouth 
Hewitt, Charles Cullwick, Dudley, Worcester, Wine Merchant. 
Hicklin, William, Walsall, Stafford, Painter. Aug 3 at 11 at offices of 
Sheldon," High st, Wednesbury 
Harvey, Selvorne buildings, Millstone lane, Leicester 
Histon, Abel, Smethwick, Stafford, Boot Dealer. Aug | at 10 at offices 
Hodges, Francis, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. July 26 at 11 at offices 
of Tree, The Avenue, Cross, Worcester 
3 at 3 at offices of Anderton, Garden st, Bury 
Hood, Kenneth, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Hatter. Aug 10 at 3 at offices 
Hornsby, George, Water lane, Lighterman. July 31 at 2 at Kennan’s 
Hotel, Crown court, Cheapside 
July 29 at 3 at 30, Camberwell green. Ody, Trinity st, Southwark 
Hyams, John, Lancashire court, New Bond at, General Dealer. July 
Pp 
Jacobs, Solomon, Manchester, General Dealer, Aug 2 at 3 at offices of 
Eltoft, King st, Manchester 
31 at 11 at the Belle Vue Hotel, Great Malvern. Miller, Worcester 
Kemp, ,JJubn, Linton, Cambridge, Tailor. Aug 2 at 11 at offices of 
Kershaw, John Hugh, Bingley, York, Chemist. Aug 2 at 3 at the 
White Lion Hotel, Halifax. Boocock 
Aug | at3 at offices of Turner, East parade, Leeds 
Lyons, Samuel, Manchester, Boot Maker, Aug 9 at3 at offices of 
Lane, Joseph George, Alma terrace, Prospect place, Bethnal green, 
Engineer. Aug 9 at 3 at offices of Harling, Fleet st 
Rocke and Midgley, White Horse st, Boar lane, Leeds 
Liversage, William. New rd, South Norwood, Nurseryman. Aug! at 
Markcrow, Edwaré William, Cleethorpes, Lincoln, Smack Owner, Aug 
9 at 1] at offices of Grange and Wintringham, St Mary’s gate, Great 
‘Morfan, John Wainwright, sen, Deptford, Kent, Boot Maker. Aug 2 at 
3 at offices of Marchant and Purvis, George yard, Lombard st 
Stationers. Aug 9 at 3 at the Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, Man- 
chester. Storer; Manchester 
Lower King st, Manchester 
Pearman, Edwin, Little Guildford st, Iron Bedstead Manufacturer. 
Peters, William Pau!, Liverpool, Corn Merchant. Aug 7 at 2 at offices 
of Barrell snd Rodway, Commerce court, Lord st, Liverpool 
Miller and Co, Kank chambers, Noraich 
Radford, John, Wood Farm, Devon, Farmer. Aug 4 at 3.30 at offices 
Reed, Waiter Jchn, Bath, Cabiset Maker. Aug 4 at12 at offices of 
Ricketts, Paragon, Bath 


Reynolds, James, Britonferry, Glamorgan, Grocer. 
of Snich and Co, Somerset place, Swansea 
Roberts, David, Rhy!, Flint, Coal Merchant. Aug 7 at 3 at the Queen’s 
Hotel, Chester. Gee, Liverpool 
Robinson, Robert, Bradford, Mineral Waters Manufacturer. 
Hl at offices of Wilkinson, Kirkgate, Bradford 
Rouse, Edward, Stapleturst, Kent, Harness Maker. Aug 4 at 12 at 
Offices of Monckton and Uo, King st, Madstone 
Ruity, W iliam Henry, Maidstove, Kent, Draper. Aug 3 at 2 at offices 
ot Sturt, Iroumonger lane 
Saunde:s, Henry Eieazar, and Josiah William Saunders, Birmingham, 
Brassfounders, Avg 4 as 3 at offices of Kowlands and Bagnall, 
Colmore row. Birmingham 
feeling, John, Bevis M.rks, Hat Manufactarer. 
of Green, Quien st, Cheapside 
Servant, Thomas, We-t Hertiepoo', Darham, Grocer, 
Offices of Beli, Charch st, We-t Harilepool 
Silvester, John, Ystrad, nr Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Builder, Aug3 at 
12.20 at offices of Simons and Views, Church st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Bimons, George, Leice+ter, Shue Manufacturer. Aug 8 at 12 at offices 
of Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester : 
Smith, -haries, Westbnrs, Wilts, Land Agent. Aug 9 at 12 ut the 
Lopes Arms Hotel, Westoary. Pin: inger 
Stevens, Wiiliam teary, Market Harborough, Leicester, Coach Builder. 
Avg 4 at 3 at offices of Owston, Friar lane, Leicester 
Bunderland, Alfred, Bradford, York, Commission Wool Comber. Aug 
2 at 1! at offices of Lees and Co, New Ivegate, Bradford 
Thomas, George, Kensington park ré, Ironmozger, Aug 1 at 10 at 
Ridles’s Hote', Holborn. Yorke, Marylebone rd 
Thompson, George Frederick, Camberwell rd, Printer. July 28 at 2 
_ at offices of Howse, Staple inn, Holborn. Murris, Staple inn, Holborn 
Turner, Elijah, Dewsbury, York, Tailor, Aug 7 at 2.30 at offices of | 
peton, Union st, Dew. bury 
Torner, Frecerick William, Cromer st, Gray’s inn rd, Oilman. 
at 12 at the Law Institution, Chancery lane, 
Strand 
Upton, William George, Southport, Lancashire, Plamber. Aug 4 at 
1h at ODces of Walton, Town Hall, Southport 
Walker, Charies, Gradtord, York, Worsted Spinner. Aug at tl at 
& George’s Hall, Bradford. Gardiner, Bradford 
Waters, Charles, Fordingbridge, Hants, Undertaker. 
Three Swans Hotel, salisbury. Gay, Southampton 
Watmough, Henry, jun, Leeds, Machine Dealer. Aug 2 at 3 at offices 
A Tiwmes and Co, Britaonis baildings, Oxford piace, Leeds, 


Augl at3 at offices 


Aug 2 at 


Aug 4at5 at offices 


Ang 7 at 3 at 


Aug 4 | 
toberts, Clemenat’s inn, | 


Aug 2 at 2 at the 





Billincon 


Whitehall, Louls, Woodville, Leicester, Innkeeper. July 31 at 1] at 
the Midlend Hotel, Station st, Burton-on-Trent. Wilson, Burton. 
on-Trent 

Whitehead, James, Skipton, York, Boot Maker. Aug 9 at 3 at the 
Crown Hotel, Colne. Hurtley, Burnley 


Wilburn, Edgar, Doncaster, York, Livery Stable Keeper. Aug 2 at \2 
at offices of Peagam, Baxter gate, Doncaster 

Williams, Henry, St Day, Cornwall, Draper. Aug 8 at 3 at the 

Beckingham, Bristol 

a re 


Clarence Hotel, Exeter. 
Williams, Robert, M i 
Hinde and Co, Mount st, Manchester 
Williams, William Maurice, Malden rd, Kentish town, Tobacconist, 
Aug 3 at 3 at offices of Berkeley, Marylebonerd 
Williams, George, and Charles Galloway, Leeds, Butchers. Aug 3 at3 
at offices of Pullan, Bank chambers, Park row, Leeds 
Wilshaw, James Moore, Billington, Lancashire, Travelling Draper, 
Aug 1 at 3 at offices of Marriott, Northgate, Blackburn 
Wood, John, Banstead, Surrey, Timber Merchant. Aug 2 at % at 
offices of Morten and Cutler, Newgate st 
Yarnall, Alfred Richard, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Safety Lamp Maker, 
Aug 3 at I] at offices of Phillips, Maendy place, Aberdare 
TuesDay, July 25, 1876. 
Ablett, Frederick John, Addie st, Wood st, Manzfacturer. Aug 9 at 
2 at offices of Phelps and Sidgwick, Gresham st 
Balmforth, George, jun, and William Balmforth, Leeds, Leather Mer. 
chants, Aug 4 at 11 at offices of Middleton and Sons, Park row, 
Leeds 
Barnard, Jehu, Middlesborough, York, Grocer, Aug 7 at 3 at 
Griffith’s Temperance Hotel, Linthorpe rd, Middlesboruugh. Bain. 
bridge, Middlesborough 
Barnes, James, Rhymney, Monmouth, Greengrocer. 
offices of Harris, Morgan st, Tredegar 
Beesley, Edward, Birmingham, Baker, Aug 8 at 2 at offices of Buller 
and Bickley, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Bennett, Benjamin, Swanses, Glamorgan, Boot Maker. 
offices of Smith and Co, Somerset place, Swansea 
Blake, James, Plumstead, Kent, Builder. Aug 5 at 2 at the Anti. 
Gallican Tavern, New Chariton. Marshall, Bedford row 
Blackemore, John, and Alfred Blackemore, Leamington Priors, 
Warwick, Upholsterers. Aug 1 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st, 
in lien of the place originally named 
Boumphrey, Matthias, and George Parker Wilson, Liverpool, Gengral 
Brokers. Aug 8 at 3 at offices of Barrell and Rodway, Commerce 
court, Lerd st, Liverpool E 
Braddle, Henry Phelps, Stoke Newington rd, Tailor. Aug3 at 2 at 
offices of Beligrove, Someriord grove, Stoke Newington 
Bradshaw, Frederick, Derby, Painter. Aug 7 at 3 at otfices of Gretton, 
Corn market, Derby 
Brannan, Walter Chorley, Taunton, Somerset, Auctioneer. Aug 8 at 
11 at 10, Hammet st, Taunton, Trenchard, Taunt n 
Bridge, Christopher, Dunkinfield, Cheshire, Wheelwright. Aug 7 at 3 
at the Commercial Inn, Brown ‘st, Manchester. Whitehead, Staly- 
bridge 
Bridge, Herrv, Southport, Lancashire, Basket Manufacturer. Aug $ 
at 2 at offices of Barker, London st, Southport 
Buckland, Joseph, Lincoln, Commission Ageat, 
of Page, jun, Flaxengate, Lincoin : 
Bundy, Edward, Eastleigh, Hants, Commission Agent. Aug 4 at3 
at o-‘ices of Shutte, Portland st, Southampton 
Burgess, John, Swansea, Giamorgan, Joiner. Aug 7 at 3 at offices of 
Davies and Hartlaud, Rutland st, Swansea 
Burguyne, Maria Theresa, Lewisham, Kent, no occupation. Aug 16 at 
3 ut offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 
Burton, James, and James Nathaniel Loveridge, Plumstead, Kent, 
Engineers. Aug 1 at 2 at offices of Farntieldana Sampson, Parson’s 
hill, Woolwich 
Carter, James Christmas, Leeds, Looking Glass Manufacturer. Aug 4 
atil at offices of Kooke and Midgley, White Horse st, Boar lane, 
Leeds 
Cash, George, Portsea, Hants, lron Founder, Aug 4,at 3 at the Do!phin 
Hotel, Chichester, Blake, Portsea 
Clark, Vavid, South Hylion, Durham, Labourer. Aug 10 at 3 at offices 
of Bell, Lambton st, Sunderland 
Cook, William, Eston, York, Joiner, 
Zetiand rd, Middiesborough 
Curtis, William Letty, Jackfield, Salop, Grocer, 
offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhamp:oa 
D’Ardenne, Joon Baptist, Kentish town rd, Harmonium Manufao 
turer, July 3l at it at offices of shakespeare, Essex st, Strand 
Date, Frederick John, Dowas park rd, Mackney, Bottled Beer Mere 
chant. Avg 9 at 3 at offices of Tiddeman, Fisbury square 
Davison, James, Bulman Village, Northumberland, Builier. Aug 9 
Aug 2at 2 at 





. Aug 4 at 3 at offices of 


Aug 7 at 11 at 


Aug 3 at 3 at 


Aug 9 at 11 at offices 


Aug 2 at 11 at offices of Peccock, 
Aug 12 at Il at 


at 3 at offices of Bird, Grey st, Newcastle-upon-lyns 

Dawkins, William Henry, Iliracombe, Devon, Draper. 
Queen’s Ho el, Queen st, Exeter. Chauter, Barnstaple 

Decandia, Salvatore, Carviff, Merchant. Aug 8 at 3 at the Royal 
Hotel, St Mary st, Cardiff, Ingledew and Co, Cardiff 

Del!, James Henry, Lower Wandsworti rd, Battersea park, Butcher, 
Aug 3 at 2 at offices of Layton and Co, Budge row, Cannon st 

Douglis, James Alexander, Nottingham, Provision Dealer. Ang 8 at4 
at 12, Fletcher gate. Cockayne 

Dovey, Henry, Brighton, jjussex, Jeweller, 
Coburn, Leadenhall ot 

Downing, James, Kidderminster, Worcester, Shoe Maker, 
at offices of Day and Co, Bank vuildings, Kidderminster 

Dundss, Henry, Liverpool, Grocer. Aug 9 at 3 at offices of Pontoa, 
Vernon at, Liverpool 

Essery, William Aubrey, Swansea, Gamorgan, Brick Manufacturer, 
Aug $ at 3 at offices ot Barnard ahd Co,'Temple st, Swensea, Cox, 
Swansea 

Fielding, Samuel Herbert, Sheffield, Fancy Goods Manufacturer. Aug 
4 ut 2 at offices of Taylor, Norfolk row, Shettieid 

Franklin, Benjamin, King’s rd, Chelsea, Twilor, Ang 7 at IL at offices 
of Rooke and Midgley, White Hor-e st, Boar lanc, Leeds, Jones, 
Mark lane 

Gabbitens, John, Sheffield, Butcher. Ang 6 at Ul ut offices of Leggoe, 
George at, Sheteld, Esaw, Sheffeld 

Garner, David, Bristol, last Maker, Aug 2 at 1 at offices of Bowman, 
Greshau Chausbers, Nichoias st, bris.oi 


Aug liat 2 at offices of 
Aug 2 at 3 
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in, Harry Austin, Birmingham, Manufacturer of Leather Goods. 
ug 5 at 11 at offices of Maher and Poncia, Temple st, Birmingham 
Green, Francis, Bradiord, Lancashire, Porter. Aug 10 at 3 at offices 
of Law, King st, Manchester 
Robert, Birmingham, Hatter. Aug 9 at 12 at officesof Hawkes 
‘and Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 
Samuel, Leigh, Lancashire, Draper. 
Finney, Mawdsley st, Bolton 

Henderson, Will'au, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Grocer, Aug 10 at 2 at 
offices ot Vin Dommer, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Heres, Hero, Sunderland, Durham, Ship Chandler, Aug 4 at 3 at 
cfficesof Bell, Lambton st, Sunderland 

Horsley, Jomes Thomas, Lower Swinford, Worcester, Maltster, Aug 
10 at 1) at offices of Collis, Market st, Stourbridge 

Howell, George, Llanelly, Carmarthen, Draper. Aug 8 at 11 at the 
Grand Hotel, bristol. Home, Llanelly : 

Hughes, John, and Rowland Morgan, Mold, Flint, Tin Plate Manu- 
facturer, Aug 2at3 at the King’s Head Hotel, Newport. Barrell 
end Rodway, Liverpool 

Horell, Henry, Bishop Wearmouth, Durham, Boot Maker. Aug 5 at 
Ll at tbe Queen’s Hotel, Fawcett st, Bishop Weerrmouth. smith, 
North Shie ds 

Hutchins, Wiliam, Neath, Glamorgan, Butcher. Aug 16 at 12 at 
offices of Cuthbertson and Tuberville, Water st, Neath 

Irvine, James, Stretford, Lancashire, Draper. Aug il at 3 at offices 
of Cobbett and Co, Brown st, Manchester 

Jackson, Charies Metcalf, Bradford, York, Skirt Maker. Aug 10 at 3 
at offices of Cross and Cox, Wellington chambers, Westgate, Bradford 

Jackson, John Harding, Salisbury, Wilts, Drapor. Aug 8 at 3 at 
offices of Sturt, Ironmonger lane 

Jones, Richard Morgan, Trecastie, Brecon, Farmer. Aug 7 at 12 at 
offices of Thomas, High et, brecon 

Jones, William, Tyvdyn Phillip, Anglesea, Farmer. Aug 7 at 4 at the 
Victoria Hotel, Menai Bridge. Allanson, Carnarvon 

Joseph, John, Liverpool, Commission Agent. Aag 8 at 2at the Law 
Avociation Rooms, Covk st, Liverpool. Martin, Liverpool 

Kirkby, Thomas, jun, and Joseph Chadwick, Leeds, lron Merchants. 
Aug 4 at 3 at offices of Walker, East parade, 

Kirkbride, Joseph, Penrith, Cumberland, Wooilen Draper, Aug 4 at 
2.40 at offices of Arnison, St Andrew’s place, Penrith y 

Langford, William, and George Langford, Bristol, Watch Maker. Aug 
8at | at offices of Barnard and Co, Albion chambers, Bristol. Benson 
avd Thomas, Bristol 

Langler, Thomas, Ugborough, Devon, Innkeeper. Aug 9 at 2 at the 
Globe Hotel, Exeter. Fryer, Exeter 

Laxton, Richard, St Paul’s churchyard, Warehouseman, Aug 3 at 2 
at the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Phelps and sidgwick, 
Gresham st 

Ley, John Henry, Croydon, Surrey, Nurssryman. Aug 8at 2 at offices 
of Young and Thompson, Great James st, Bedford row 

ga, Noach Ssmuel, North Shields, Northumberland, Ship Broker, 
Aug 9 at 2 at offices of Von Dommer, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon- 


Aug 7at 3 at offices of 


Tyne 

Martill, John, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Refreshment House 
Keeper. Aug 8 at 1 at the Kailway Hotel, Weston-super-Mare 

Mason, Henry, Upper Kennington jane, Grocer. Aug 4 at 3 at 18, 
Charter ouse :quare. Robinson and Co 

Mathiar, Thomas, Merthy r Tydfil, Glamorgan, Publican. 
at offices ot Beudoe, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Mawby, Stephen Alfred, Hornsey rd, Cheesemonger. 
offices of Aird, Eastcheap 

Movgridge, Francis, Cuerleon, Monmouth, Tin Plate Manufacturer, 
Aug 8 at 1.30 at the King’s Heai Hotel, Newport. Pain and Son, 

ewport 

Montgimery, Archibald, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Drap r. Aug 7 atllat 
offices of James, Canon st, Aberdare 

Moon, Joseph, South Ossett, York, General Draper. Aug 11 at 3 at 
offices of Sykes, Owk st, Heckmondwike 

Morgan, John, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Baker. Aug 8 at 3.30 at offices 
of Willcock, Queen’s chambers, North et, Wolverhampton 

Mortimore, Hannah, Manchester, Draper. Aug 4 at 3 at offices of 
Farrar aud Hall, Ucinvess st, Manchester 

Moss, Samuei Joseph, Tudhoe Colliery, Durham, Draper. Aug 8 at 12 
at offices of Proctor, jun, Silver st, Durham 

Neale, James Frederick, Norwich, Grocer, Aug 11 at LL at otfices of 
Winter and Francis, St Giles’s st, Norwich 

Nicolas, Edmund, A. 'ington, Lancashire, General Draper. Aug 4 at 
1 at offices of Bullard, St James’s st, Accrivgton 


Aug 3 at 12 
Aug 8 at 3 at 





Oliver, Richard, Woolwich, Kent, Fitter. Aug 15 at 3 at offices of 
Cooper, Chancery lane 

Owen, Robert George, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Wine Merchant. Aug 
17 at 2 at offices of Tayler and Ward, Great James st, Bedford row, 
Moseley, Great Yarmouth 

Pantling, Charles, Eton, Bucks, Coal Merchant. Aug 4at 11 at the 
Crown and Cushi3f Ina, High st, Eton 

Pickett, Huizy, Muidsfone, Kent, Tailor. July 31 at 2 at ofices of 
Arnold, Finsbury pavement 

Poulton, Joseph William, jun, and Montague Hayward Poulton, Fal- 
ham rd, Linen Drapers. Aug 10 at 2 at offices of Miller, Moor. 
gate st 

Preece, Edward, Rowley Regis, Stafford, Wheelwright. Aug 9 at Il at 
Offices ot Shakespeare, Churen st, Oldbury 

Price, Edward, Walsall, Stafford, Brass Founder. 
of Rowlands, Ann st, Birmingham 

Randall, Heary, Worcester, Bout Maker. Aug l0at3 at offices of Pitt, 
The Avenue, Cross, Woicest:r 

Ratcliffe. Henry, Ma: ket Drayton, Salop, Grocer. Aug 17 at 1l at the 
Royal Hotel, Nautwich rd, Crewe. Pearson, Market Drayton 

Richards, William, Coseley, Stafford, Grocer. Aug 3 at 12 at offices of 
Waterhouse, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Rietold, Pete, Essex rd, Tailor. Aug 4 at 2 at offices of Sydney, 
Leadenhall st 

Row, Edwin Henry, Ege Buckland, Devon, Gent. Aug 8 at 10.15 at 
offices of Curte:s, 3c George’s Hall, East Stonehouse 

Russell, Solomon Thomas, Camborne, Cornwall, Hair Dresser, Aug 7 
at 12 at effices of Danieli, Chapel st, Camborne 

Seabrook, George Samuel, West Green rd, Tottenham, Traveller. 
Aug Il at 2 at offices of Pulling and Jackson, Bish»psgate st 
without 

Shaw, Frederi:k, Russell rd, Kensinzten, no occupation, Aug 9 at 2 
at og Institution, Chaucery iane, Burcon and Co, Lincola’s 
inn fields 

Shaw, William. Farnworth, Lancashire, Draper. Aug 9 at 3 at offices 
of Marlow, Cross st, Manchester : 

Sheppard, Henry, Blaenavon, Monmouth, Gr.cer. Aug 8 at 12 atoffices 
of Lloyd, Bank chambers, Newport 

Smedley, Joseph, Sawley, Derby, Luce Mancfacturer. Aug 4at3 at 
offices of Flint, Full st, Derby 

Smith, Joseph, wilston, stafford, out of business, Aug 12 at 2 at offices 
of Rhodes, Qaeen st, Wulverha™ pion 

Stapleton. John Co mbe, Bidstor1, Devon, Shoe Maker. 
at offices of Rooker aud Bazeley, Briidgeiand si, Bid sford 

Stewart, Robert, Swansea, Glamorgan, Draper. Aug 3 at 3 at officescf 


Glascodine, Fisher st, Swansea 
Aug 3 at 11 at offices of Rooke 


Aug 8 at 11 at offices 


Aug 7 at 12 


Spencer, Dixon, Leed , Cabinet Maker. 
and Midzley. Whice Horse st, Boar lane, Leeds 

Spurgin, Robert Finch, Sudbury, Suff.lk, Beerhouse Keeper. Aug 2 at 
2 at the Rose and Crown Hotei, Sudvary. Muutord, Sudbury 

Tibury, John, Rhondd: Valley, Glamorzan, Greengrocer. Aug 8 at3 
at o®ces of Grittiih an! Corbett, Cardiff 

Trebble, Edwin, Coom)« Florey, Somer ot, Timber Dealer. Aug 9 at 
12 at offices of Taunton, High st, Taunton 

Turner, Charles, Old Lenvon, Nottingham, Imptement Maker. Aag 
10 at 12 at the Assembly Kooms, Low pavement, Nottingham. Waite 
tingham 

Waits, Richard, Riding House st, Regent st, Tailor. Ang 9 at 1 at offices 
of Thompson, Gray’s ina square 

Watkins, James, Abergavenny, Monmouth, Builder, Aug 10 at 3 at 
Offices of Sayce, Lion st, Aberguveuny 

Webster, Jacob, Treherbert, Boot Maker. Aug 7 at 12.30 at the Pablic 
Hall Offices, Trehertert. Howelis 

Wilkes, Jc 1n, Newcestie-under-Lyme, Stafford, Clogger. Aug 4 at3 
at 8, Cheapside, Hanle-. Ashmall, Haol«y 

Williams, Henry, Hirwain, Aberdare, Bailder, Aug 7 at | at offices of 
James, Caron st, Aberdare 

Wiltiams, Henry Ernest, Manchester, Skirt Manufacturer. Aug 8 at 
11.30 at otfces of Muitall and Son, Jobn Dalton st, Manchester 

Wilson, Thomas, Great Ayton, York, Butcher. Ang | at 11 at offices 
of Gibson and Wilkinson, Ather2um chambers, Middlesborough 

Wilson, William, Wooiwich, Kent, Picture Frame Maker, Aug i7 at3 
at office s of Cooper. Chancery lane 

Winfield, Samuel, Leeds, Painier. Aug 7at 2 at offices of Harle, Bank 
st, Leeis 

Weod, John William, Cheadle, Cheshire, Coal Merchant. Aug 4 at 3 
at Ottices of Edwards, Brazenuoss et, Manchester 


























LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


FLEET STREET, near TEMPLE BAR. 


The Recommendations laid down by the Officials of the Board of Trade (July, 1874) had all been anticipated in 
_ strictest form in the principles adopted at the last Bonus Investigation (December, 1871) of this Society. 
u— 


1, The ** Seventeen Offices” Table of Mortality was employed throughout ; 
2. The future rate of Interest obtainable was estimated at 3 per cent. only ; 


3. The whole “ Loading” was reserved for future Expenses and Profits. 


(See Government Schedule.) 


The resulting Reserves yielded the highest known protection to Policies. 


The Bonus was the largest yet declared. 
Nine-tenths of the Profits belong to the Assured. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 


—————, 


SOCIETY. 





The next Bonus will be declared to 31st Dees, 1876, 


E. A. NEWTON, Actuary and Manager. 
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In the High Court of Justice, Chancery Division.—In the Matter of 
the Estate of Thomas Sheppard, Deceased.—** Har vey v. Harvey.’’ 
—Wilts, between Salisbury and Devizes. 


M:: EDMUND ROBINS (of 5, Waterloo-place, 
Pall-mall, London) will SELL, by AUCTION, at the MART, 

Tokenhouse- yard, “Lothbury, by the Bank of England, on THURSDAY, 
the 17th day of AUGUST, 1876, at TWO o’clock precisely, in pursuance 
of a judgment of the Court made in the above action, with the appro- 
bation of the Vice-Chancellor Sir Charles Hall, valuable FREEHOLD 
FARMS, in Two Lots, as follows :— 


Lot 1. A FREEHOLD FARYM, situate in the parish of Shrewton, 
twelve miles from Salisbury, and about seven mil3s from tue Wishford 
Station, on the Great Westeru Rail vay (Salisbury Line), comprising 
a residenc3 with accommodation suited for a gentleman’s family, 
surrounded by a smali park, gardens, stabling, and other appur- 
tenances in perfect keeping, two entrance lodges, six cottages, and 
about 791 acres of arable and pasture lands in a good coursing 
country, abounding in game; the South Wilts and Tedworth Hounds 
hunt the district ; the whole is in the occupation of J. Nicholls, Esq., 
atenantof 30 years’ standing, under a lease at a rent of £737 per 
annum. Possession can be arranged, if desired, with the lessee, 
who contemplates relinquishing farming. This estate is admirably 
adapted to a gentleman wishing to combine agriculcural pursuits with 
field sports. 


Lot 2. AtSUTTON VENEY, about 34 miles from Warminster and 
14 mile from Hoytesbury Station, on the Great Westen Railway 
(Salisbury Line), a capital Freebold Farm. free from tithe or land tax, 
comprising good comfortable family residence, with park-like meadow 
land in froat, all necessary buildings and cottages, and 541 acres 2 
roods 32 poles of arable, pasture, and down land of which about 18 
acresare very valuable water meadows. In the occupation of Mr. 
George Collins, holding under a lcase expiring at Michaelmas next at a 

rent of £570 per annum. 


Particulars and plans may be had at the respective farms; at the 
chief hotels in Salisbury, Warminster, and Dev:zes; of 


Messrs. BOOTYS & BAYLIFFE, Solicitors, 1, Raymond-buildings, 
Gray’s-inn, W.C. ; 

Messrs. BAXTERS & CO,, Solicitors, Nos.5and 6, Victoria-street, 
Westminster, $.W.; 


RICHARD SMITH, Esq., Soiicitor, 


7, New-square, Lincolo’s-inn, 


Messrs. DAWE}3 & SONS, Solicitors, No. 9, Angel-court, Throg - 
morton-street, E.C. ; 


Messrs. ROBINSON & PRESTON, Solicitors, 35, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields, W.C. ; 


Messrs. CHURCH, SONS, & CLARKE, Solicitors, 9 Bedford-row 
Coz 
Messrs. MACKESON, TAYLOR, & ARNOULD, Solicitors, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. ; 
atthe Auction Mart; and of Mr. ROBINS, Auctioneer and Surveyor, 
5, Waterloo-place, Pall-mall, 8. W. 


(Signed) ROBERT W. PEAKE, Chief Clerk. 


In the High Court of Justice, Chancery Division.—In the Matter of the 
Estate of Thomas Sheppard, deceased.—‘* Harvey v. Harvey.’’— 
Sussex, between Lewes and Eastbourne, and within a short distance 
of Polegate Junction, on the London, Brighton, and South Coast 
Railway. 


M R. EDMUND ROBINS (of 5, Waterloo-place, 

Pall-mall, London) will SELL, by AUCTION, at the MART, in 
Tokenhouse-yard, Lothbury, by the Bank of England, on THURSDAY, 
the 17th day of AUGUST, 1476, at TWO o’clock precisely, in Four Lots, 
in pursuance of a judgment of the Court made in the above action, 
with the approbation of the Vice-Chancellor Sir Charles Hall, an im- 
portant FREEHOLD DOMAIN, as follows :— 


Lot 1. An ANCIENT FREEHOLD MANORIAL ESTATE, known 
as Folkington-place, about 1,600 acres in extent, beautifully situate 
under the Southdown Hills. On the property is a mansion erected in 
the year 1843, i in the most substantial manner in the Tudor style. The 
i of a suite of reception-rooms, noble oaken 
staircase, and entrance-hall, 15 best and secondary bed-chambers, 
ample domestic offices, pleasaunce, ornamental grounds, spacious walled 
kitchen garden, stabling for seven horses, farmery and several in- 
closures of beantifally-timbered, park- like meadow land, pheasantry, 
kennels, gardeners’ and keepers’ cottages, and other appurtenances. 
The woodlands and other lands in hand include about 268 acres of 
valuable coverts for game, especially the woods known as Natewood 
and Folkington Wood. The Eastbourne Hariers and the South Down 
Foxhounds hunt the district. A favonrite meet of the latter is at Fol- 
kington. The lands are let on leases, and consist of the Folkington 
Place or Home Farm (731 acres), in the occupation of the executrix of 
the late Mr. Groom, and possession of this farm, as well as of the mansion 
and lands in hand, may be had on the completion of the purchase; the 
Wootton and Natewood Farms (534 acres) in the occupation of Mr. 
Vallance Elam ; and one other smajl holding known as Dennis’s, about 
7; acres. Esch of these farms has excellent and commodious home- 
steads and buildings. The rent-roll, real and estimated, closely ap- 
proaches £2,000 per annum, The propercy adjoins the estates of tne 
Duke of Devonshire and other important owners, and is well and dis- 
tinctly defined and bounded, and lies virtually within a ring fence, 
, About 200 acres of the Home Farm are sheeprun on the South Downs. 
At the southern extremity of the estate on the Downs is Hunters 
Burgh, said to be the highest poiat in Sussex, commanding a magnifi- 
cent prospect. 


Lot 2. An EXCELLENT FREEHOLD FARM, Ising adjacent to 
Lot 1, known as the Otham Court Farm, in the parish of Hailsham, 
clasts adjoining the Wootton Farm (part of Lot 1), consisting of a 

tal homestead and buildings, and 191a. Ir. 38p. of arable and pas- 


59, 





ion 








ture Jand, in the occupation of Mrs. Waters, at a rent and other : 
ments equivalent to £171 4s, per annum, a 


Lot 3. SEVERAL INCLOSURES of VALUABLE FREEHOS 
MARSH LAND, in the parish of Hailsham, known as the 
Crocks, comprising about 47 acres, now let with the Folkington Pj 
Farm. For Sale with possession. ; 


Lot 4. SEVERAL INCLOSURES of PASTURE LAND. Cony 
of the Manor of Willingdon, situate near the village of Lower W if 
don, comprising about 324 acres, in the occupation of Mr. Mew 
yearly tenant, at the inadequate rent, with other aye bye amout 
to £56 16s, per annum. Alsoa Freehold Arable Field, immediate}; 
joining, let at an apportioned rent of £12 per annum, a 

The mansion may be viewed. Particulars, plans, and views 1 
had thereat; at the chief hotels in Lewes, Eastbourne, and B 


of 7 
Mr. W. BARBER, Land Agent,’Willingdon, Hawkhurst; of | 
Messrs. BOOTYS & BAYLIFFE, Solicitors, 1, Raymond-buildiy 
Gray’s-inn, W.C. ; 

Messrs. BAXTERS & CO., Solicitors, 5 and 6, Victoria- 
Westminster, 8.W.; 

RICHARD SMITH, Esq., Solicitor, 7, New-square, Lincoln’ 

C5 , 

Messrs. DAWES & SON, Solicitors, 9, Angel-court, Throg 
street, E.C.; 

Messrs, RUBINSON & PRESTON, Solicitors, 35, Linco 
fields, W.C.; 

Messrs. Paes, SONS, & CLARKE, Solicitors, 9, 8 
row, W.C.; 

Messrs. Acceoee, TAYLOR, & ARNOULD, Solicitors, 5, 
coln’s-inn-fields, W. C.; ‘ 

at the Auction Mart ; and of Mr. ROBINS, Auctioneer and Su 
5, Waterloo-place, Pail-mall, S.W. a 
(Signed) ROBERT W. PEAKE, Chief Ch 


CITY OF LONDON, 
Valuable Freehold Property. 


N R. W. PARNELL is instructed to ‘SELL, | 

AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on FRID, 
AUGUST 4, 1876, at ONE for TWO o’clock, the important § 
valuable FREEHOLD PROPERTY, most subs stantially erected 4 
eligibly situate, known as 129 and 1284, Lower Thames-street, and 
King William-street, in the City of London, let at very low ren 
but estimated to produce at the end of the present term (eet 
annual income of at least £725. 


On view by permission of the tenants, and particulars had 
Mart; of 


T. BERKELEY, Esq., Solicitor, 12, Gray’s-inn-square ; 
and of the Auctioneer, 2, Gresham-buildings, Basinghall-stree’, E.f 








CITY OF LONDON. 


Important L hold Inv t.—A very valuable Property, ¢ 
prising two extensive blocks of modern buildings, situate with 
few yards only of the Mansion House, and estimated to pro 
when fully occupied, a rental of over £7,500 per annum.—By @ 
of the Proprietor. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, & FARI 
wiil SELL, at the MART, on TUESDAY, AUGUST 8, at TF 

the highly valuable LEASEHOLD PROPERTY, known as } 
Queen’s-buildings, Queen Victoria-street, comprising two comm: 
and very substantial blocks of modern shops, offices, and premii 
extending from Queen Victoria-street to Pancras-lune, with a front 
ot 47 feet to the former and 52 feet to the latter, the total ground 
being about 4,500 square feet. The premises consist of eight fi 
(including basement ani sub-bavemesnt) ; the south range ha 
pold elevation in Portland stone. Roth bnildings are arrang 
numerous suites of first-class offices, &c., with two cap 
shops fronting Queen Victoria-st-eet, a patent steam passel 
lift from the lower basement t> all the floors, and every m9 
convenience. The whole is estimated to realiz>, when 
occupied, a gross rental of upwards of £7,500 a year, of 
nearly £4,000 per annum are already secured, from @ 
responsible tenants, by leases or agreements. The prope 
will be sold subject to a lease for about 76 years unexpired, at a 
rent which is moderate in comparison with thos3 payable in respae 
other buildings in the i diate vicinity. As the excellence Ky 
position and superior accommodation afforded by these premises 
in due course insure a letting of the entirety, the property would 
a very — purchase for an investment society or for a 
capi 


Particulars, with plans, &c., of 


Messrs, POOLE & HUGHES, Solicitors, 33, Chancery-lane ; 
and of the Auctioneers, No. 80, Cheapside, 











Postponed from Tuesday, July 18, until Tharsday, August 3. —sa 
Reversions amounting to £23,500 (in One Lot). 


ESSRS. FULLER & FULLER will SELL, | 
AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, City, on TE 
DAY, AUGUST 3, at TWO precisely, in One Lot, the Kocolate’ 
version to one-half of £7,000, and the benefit of survivorship to thes 
of £20,000, both being receivable on the decease of a lady aged 57. © 


Particulars and conditions of sale may be obtained of 


Messrs. BRADFORD & O0., Solicitors, Langbourn-chamb 
Fenchurch-street, E.C. ; 


end of Messrs. FULLER & FULLER,  Auativanere, Land Agen! 
Valuers, 25, Bucklersbury, London, E 











